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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commopity SUBCOMMITTEE ON WHEAT OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Carl Albert (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. : 

Present: Representatives Albert, Jones, Watts, Bass, Jennings, 
Hill, Belcher, and Smith. 

Also present: Representatives McIntire and Anfuso; John Heim- 
burger, counsel. 

Mr. Avsert. The committee will come to order. 

The purpose of this hearing is to consider certain bills dealing with 
the exemption from wheat marketing quota laws of wheat grown and 
used on the farm for feed, seed, and food. 

In previous sessions of Congress—in two previous sessions to m 
personal knowledge—extensive hearings have been had upon this 
subject. However, heretofore the committee has been unwilling to 
report any of the bills that have been before it on this subject. 

The committee has received a considerable number of letters from 
Members of Congress and from citizens expressing an interest in 
this legislation. We set the hearings up several weeks ago, and on 
May 22, a press release was issued, indicating that this hearing would 
start today. The committee has made every possible effort this time 
to notify not only the authors of bills but all who have expressed an 
interest in being heard on this matter. We have also notified all 
organizations, so far as we know, interested in this matter, and 
through our press release we have given general public notice of our 
hearings. 

We have met this morning to consider a number of bills. H. R. 
6784, by our colleague from New York, a member of this committee, 
Mr. Anfuso, who has been interested in this subject for several years, 
has been worked out by the author and by the committee staff, in 
an effort to compromise conflicting points of view expressed in times 
past to the committee. 

In addition to this bill, we have a large number of bills introduced 
by other Members, including a bill introduced by our own colleague, 
on the committee, the gentleman from New York, Mr. Williams. 
These bills go further than the Anfuso bill, in that they place no 
acreage limitations upon the matter of the exemption of wheat for 
feed from marketing quota laws. 
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As I stated beore, the Anfuso bill is an attempt to reach a com- 
promise between the positions expressed in these other bills and the 
position taken by some of those who have been opposed to this legis- 
lation in its entirety. Without objection, the clerk will list all of the 
bills being considered by the committee this morning. 

The bills are as follows by number: 

H. R. 271, H. R. 334, H. R. 852, H. R. 879, H. R. 1144, H. R. 1218, 
H. R. 2029, H. R. 2846, H. R. 2862, H. R. 3119, H. R. 3511, H. R. 
4361, H. R. 4413, H. R. 5128, H. R. 5937, H. R. 6784, H. R. 6882. 

(H. R. 6784 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 6784, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to exempt certain 
wheat producers from liability under the Act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for 
seed or food on the farm, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 335 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(f) The Secretary, upon application made pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, shall exempt producers from any obligation under this Act to pay the 
penalty on, deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm marketing excess with 
respect to any farm for any crop of wheat harvested in 1957 or subsequent 
years on the following conditions: 

“(1) That the total wheat acreage on the farm does not exceed 30 acres: 
Provided, however, That this condition shall not apply to farms operated 
by and as part of State institutions or religious or eleemosynary institu- 
tions; 

“(2) That none of such crop of wheat is removed from such farm except 
to be processed for use as human food or livestock feed on such farm; 

“(3) That such entire crop of wheat is used on such farm for seed, 
human food, or feed for livestock, including poultry, owned by any such 
producer, or a subsequent owner or operator of the farm ; and 

*“(4) That such producers and their successors comply with all regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary for the purpose of determining compliance 
with the foregoing conditions. 

“Failure to comply with any of the foregoing conditions shall cause the exemp- 
tion to become immediately null and void unless such failure is due to circum- 
stances beyond the control of such producers as determined by the Secretary. 
In the event an exemption becomes null and void the provisions of this Act shall 
become applicable to the same extent as if such exemption had not been granted. 
No acreage planted to wheat in excess of the farm acreage allotment for a 
crop covered by an exemption hereunder shall be considered in determining 
any subsequent wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota for such farm.” 

Sec. 2. Section 334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(h) Except as provided in section 335 (e) of this Act, no acreage seeded to 
wheat for harvest in 1958 or thereafter in excess of acreage allotments shall 
be considered in establishing future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. 
The planting on a farm of wheat of the 1958 or any subsequent crop for which 
no farm wheat acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm 
eligible for an allotment as an old farm pursuant to the first sentence of sub- 
section (c) of this section nor shall such farm by reason of such planting be 
considered ineligible for an allotment as a new farm under the second sentence 
of such subsection.” 

Sec. 3. Section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by striking out the period at the end of the first sentence of sub- 
section (e) and inserting a colon and the following: “Provided, however, That 
any State in which for three successive years the annual acreage planted to 
wheat exceeds 35,000 acres, as determined by the Secretary, shall be deemed, 
beginning with the marketing year which begins in the second calendar year 
thereafter, to be within the commercial wheat producing area and the acreage 
planted to wheat in such State in such three years shall be taken into considera- 
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tion in establishing State, county, and farm acreage allotments: Provided fur- 
ther, That any State placed in the commercial wheat producing area under 
the foregoing proviso shall remain therein except that if thereafter the annual 
acreage planted to wheat in such State is less than 25,000 acres for three con- 
secutive years the Secretary may, at his discretion, designate such State as 
being outside the commercial wheat producing area if he determines that such 
designation would permit more efficient administration of this Act and the 
Agricultural Act of 1949.” 


Mr. Arpert. The committee has received this morning under date 
of June 18, 1957, a report from the Department of Agriculture upon 
the Anfuso bill.’ The Department has previously expressed itself on 
bills similar to those introduced by other authors, in which the De- 
partment has favored this type of legislation. I have not had time 
to read the report. It has just come to my attention. I understand 
that other copies should be here before the committee adjourns this 
morning, so that all members may have copies. 

(The Department report is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C. 
Hon. Haroxip D. Coorey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLey: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 6784, a bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to exempt certain wheat producers from liability under the act where all of 
the wheat crop is fed or used for seed or food on the farm, and for other purposes. 

We believe the bill is a step in the right direction but does not go far enough. 
We recommend that the exemption of wheat producers from liability under the 
act, where all of the wheat crop is fed or used on the farm for seed or food, be 
made applicable without limitation in the same manner as is provided in the 
proposed legislation for State, religious, or charitable institutions. However, 
in the absence of obtaining the greater exemption which we request, the Depart- 
ment would favor the enactment of H. R. 6784, with amendments as set forth 
in this report. 

This bill would amend section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, so as to (1) exempt certain wheat producers from marketing quota 
penalties with respect to any farm for any crop of wheat harvested in 1957 or 
subsequent years where all the wheat is fed or used for seed or human food on 
the farm, and (2) provide that any State in which for 3 successive years the 
annual acreage planted to wheat exceeds 35,000 acres shall be deemed, beginning 
with the marketing year which begins in the second calendar year thereafter, 
to be within the commercial wheat producing area, and that any State placed in 
the commercial area shall remain therein except that if thereafter the annual 
acreage planted to wheat in such State is less than 25,000 acres for 3 successive 
years the Secretary may, at his discretion, designate such State as being outside 
the commercial wheat producing area. The bill would also amend section 334 of 
the act to provide that no acreage seeded to wheat for harvest in 1958 or there- 
after in excess of acreage allotments shall be considered in establishing future 
State, county, and farm acreage allotments. 

Under the provisions of section 1 of the bill an exemption would be granted 
only to those wheat producers who comply with the following conditions: (@) 
That the total wheat acreage on the farm does not exceed 30 acres, excluding 
farms operated by State institutions or religious or eleemosynary institutions, 
(bd) that none of the wheat is removed from the farm except for processing for 
use on such farm, (c) that the entire crop is used on the farm for seed, human 
food, or fed to livestock, including poultry, and (d) that producers on the farm 
and their successors comply with all regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
for the purpose of determining compliance with the foregoing conditions. 
Failure to comply with any of such conditions would cause the exemption to 
become null and void unless such failure was due to circumstances beyond the 
control of the producer. No acreage planted to wheat in excess of the farm 
acreage allotment for a crop covered by an exemption would be considered in 
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determining subsequent allotments or marketing quotas for the farm. This 
latter provision is somewhat comparable to a provision in existing legislation 
for durum wheat which in effect provides that any acreage seeded in 1957 in 
excess of the original allotment established for the farm shall not be considered 
in establishing future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. The Depart- 
ment feels that this section of the bill is very desirable and should be enacted 
into law. 

Section 2 of the bill would (1) prohibit the use of excess wheat acreage in 
1958 and subsequent years for historical purposes in determining future State, 
county, and farm acreage allotments and (2) prevent farms planting wheat 
without an allotment in 1958 and subsequent years from becoming eligible for 
an allotment in the following year as “old” wheat farms. Each of these provi- 
sions now apply to tobacco and the first now applies to all basic crops except 
wheat and corn. Enactment of this section of the bill would do much toward 
minimizing undesirable shifts in State and county wheat acreage allotments 
which are prevalent under the existing provisions of law. The shifting of wheat 
allotment acreage form one State to another and from county to county within 
a State as the result of overplanting farm wheat allotments is a matter of zrace 
concern to complying producers. Even within counties complying farms must, 
under existing legislation, give up allotment acreage to cover the excess acreage 
on noncomplying farms. Unless legislative action is taken to alter this situation, 
the problem will become greater as we move into the future. We strongly urge 
the enactment of this section of the bill. 

Section 3 of the bill as modified would provide (1) that any State in which 
the acreage planted to wheat for harvest as grain exceeds 35,000 acres for 
3 successive years shall be deemed to be within the commercial wheat-producing 
area and the acreage so planted in such 3 years shall be taken into consideration 
in establishing State, county, and farm acreage allotments, and (2) that any 
State placed in the commercial area shall remain therein except that if thereafter 
the annual acreage planted to wheat for harvest as grain in such State is less 
than 25,000 acres for 3 successive years the Secretary may, at his discretion, 
designate such State as outside the commercial wheat-producing area. This 
section of the bill was, no doubt, designed to stabilize the commercial area by 
preventing certain States from moving in and out of such area from 1 year to 
the next. Under existing legislation the Secretary may designate a State as 
outside the commercial wheat-producing area only if the allotment for such 
State is 25,000 acres or less. We believe that the provisions of this section of 
the bill are necessary in order to stabilize the commercial wheat-producing area 
in future years and to implement the effective administration of the wheat 
production adjustment programs. 

We recommend that the bill be modified as follows: 

(a) Insert on line 9 of page 3 the words “as grain” immediately following 
the words “wheat for harvest,” ; 

(b) Insert on line 24 of page 3 the words “for harvest as grain” immediately 
following the words “planted to wheat,” ; 

(c) Insert on line 3 of page 4 the words “for harvest as grain” immediately 
following the words “acreage planted to wheat,” ; and 

(d) Insert on line 8 of page 4 the words “for harvest as grain” immediately 
following the words “annual acreage planted to wheat,”. 


We believe that farmers who might obtain an exemption from wheat marketing 
quota penalties because their entire wheat production is used on the farm where 
produced should be entitled to participate in the acreage reserve program on 
exactly the same basis as those farmers who avail themselves of the 15-acre 
exemption. We, therefore, recommend that there be added at the end of the 
bill a new section reading as follows: é 

“Section 114 of the Soil Bank Act (70 Stat. 196) is amended by changing 
clause (2) in the first sentence thereof to read as follows: ‘(2) in the case 
of a farm which is not exempted from marketing quota penalties under section 
335 (f) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, the wheat 
acreage on the farm exceeds the larger of the farm wheat acreage allotment 
under such title or 15 acres, or’.” 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
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Mr. Avsert. The Department is represented this morning by Mr. 
Walter C. Berger, and some of his associates. Mr. Berger is the 
Administrator of the Commodity Stabilization Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

In order to get on, and without further preliminaries, Mr. Berger, 
the committee will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER C. BERGER, ADMINISTRATOR, COMMODITY 
STABILIZATION SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY MARTIN SORKIN, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, EARL MILLER, 
GRAIN DIVISION, AND HOWARD ROONEY, GENERAL COUNSEL'S 
OFFICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Bercer. I would like for the record to name the people whom 
we have here as my assistants today. 

We have Mr. Howard Rooney, of the General Counsel’s Office, and 
Mr. Martin Sorkin, special assistant to me, and Mr. Earl Miller of 
the Grain Division, who has the responsibility of working out the 
acreage allotment and marketing quotas in our Grain Division in the 
Commodity Stabilization Service. They are here to help me answer 
any questions that you may have when I finish with my prepared 
statement. 

Mr. Apert. You may proceed. 

Mr. Bercer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we have 
reviewed this proposed bill, H. R. 6784, and find that it has three 
major purposes. 

1. To permit the growing of up to 30 acres of wheat on any farm 
under an exemption from the wheat marketing quota provisions pro- 
vided all of the wheat produced is used on the farm for feed, seed, or 
human food. An exemption is provided from the 30-acre limitation 
on the farms operated by and as part of State institutions or religious 
or charitable institutions. 

2. The acreage seeded to wheat for harvest in 1958 or thereafter in 
excess of acreage allotments shall not be considered in the establish- 
ment of future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. Also, the 
planting on the farm of wheat for 1958 and thereafter for which no 
farm allotment is established shall not make the farm eligible as an 
old wheat farm. If allotments are desired for such farms they must 
be considered as new wheat farms. 

3. Any State in which for 3 successive years the wheat planted 
exceeds 35,000 acres shall generally become a commercial wheat- 
producing State. 

[I should like to discuss each of these provisions in order. 

First, with respect to the exemption from the marketing quota 
penalty or storage requirements for the farm marketing excess, on 
farms growing up to 30 acres of wheat, all of which is fed, or used 
for seed or food on the farm where produced, this provision is to a 
certain extent in line with the Department’s recommendations. Bills 
on this general subject have been recommended by the Department of 
Agriculture but have in the past failed of enactment. 


94743—57——_2 
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In the President’s message to the Congress of January 9, 1956, he 
stated as follows: 

Legislation already has passed the Senate and is pending in the House of 
Representatives which would exempt from marketing quotas those producers 
who use for feed, food, or seed on their own farms all the wheat they raise. 
Because of the failure to pass this legislation last year, the Department of Agri- 
culture has been compelled by law to hale before the courts farmers whose only 
offense was to raise and feed wheat outside their quotas. Again the admin- 
istration urges prompt enactment of this legislation. Correction of this problem 
should be delayed no longer. 

We believe that the proposed bill, although a step in the right direc- 
tion, does not go far enough. We recommend that the exemption of 
wheat producers from liability under the act where all of the wheat 
crop is fed or used for seed or food on the farm be applicable with- 
out limitation in the same manner as is provided in the proposed legis- 
lation for State, religious, or charitable institutions. However, in the 
absence of obtaining the greater exemption which we request, we 
would favor the enactment of H. R. 6784. 

The purpose of this bill is to correct a situation which has arisen in 
connection with marketing quota operations for certain wheat pro- 
ducers who desire to use their entire output for feed and seed on the 
farm where produced, and who do not want to participate in the 
wheat price-support program. 

Under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, wheat 
producers subject to marketing quotas who harvest wheat in excess 
of their acreage allotment are subject to a marketing penalty on their 
farm margeting excess (unless they avoid or postpone the penalty by 
storage or delivery to the Secretary), whether they sell their wheat 
on the market or whether they feed it on their farms. The law is 
clear on this point and its constitutionality was upheld in Wickard v. 
Filburn (317 U.S. 111). Thus, farmers subject to quotas who pro- 
duce wheat only for feed and seed and do not want price support on 
their crop are forced to curtail their operations or pay the penalty if 
they fail to do so. 

Production of wheat for feed is, in general, confined to small farms 
in the feed-deficit areas. 

Existing legislation exempts certain of these farms from marketing 
uota restrictions. For example, quotas are not applicable to any 
arm on which the wheat acreage does not exceed 15 acres or on which 

the normal production of the wheat acreage is less than 200 bushels. 

Also, marketing quotas are not applicable to any farm in any State 
which has been designated by the Secretary as outside the commercial 
wheat-producing area. Any State for which the wheat acreage allot- 
ment is 25,000 acres or less, may be so designated by the Secretary. 

H. R. 6784 broadens these existing exemptions to include those 
farmers in the commercial wheat producing area who harvest not more 
than 30 acres, who use all their wheat on the farm where grown for 
feed and seed, and who do not desire wheat price support. We believe 
that no maximum acreage limitation should be established for this 
type of wheat utilization. Insofar as this latter group of farmers is 
concerned, wheat marketing quota restrictions impose special 
hardships. 

Although the consumption of wheat on farms where grown does 
affect interstate commerce, the exemption relating only to farms on 
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which no wheat is removed would appear to be desirable. Such farms 
constitute only a small portion of all farms which produce wheat and 
the proposed exemption, although creating some new problems, would 
not unduly hamper the administration of the wheat marketing quota 
and price support programs with respect to farms from which wheat 
is removed, 

Enactment of this bill would be another step toward achievement 
of our objective—that farmers be permitted to operate their farms 
with a maximum of freedom. At the same time, it would remove the 
dissatisfaction of some small wheat producers with the program as it 
must be operated under present legislation. 

The bill, if enacted, would become effective with the 1957 and subse- 
quent crops of wheat. It would in no w ay relieve or otherwise affect 
the liability for marketing penalties incurred by farmers under past 
wheat marketing quota programs who fed or used for seed on the 
farms which produced their entire wheat crops. 

Section 114 of the Soil Bank Act provides that as a condition of 
eligibility for participation in the acreage reserve program under 
that act the hia acreage on any farm must not exceed the larger 
of the farm wheat acreage : ‘allotment or 15 acres. 

In order to clarify the matter of eligibility for participation in 
the acreage reserve program of any farm for which an exemption 
from marketing quota penalties might be obtained under the bill, 
we believe it highly desirable that such bill be supplemented by a new 
section containing an amendment to the Soil Bank Act which would 

make it clear that any farm for which an exemption from marketing: 
quota penalties was obtained under the proposed bill would not be 
required to comply with the larger of the farm wheat acreage allot- 
ment or 15 acres to be eligible for participation in the acreage reserve 
program. 

We believe that farmers who might obtain an exemption from 
wheat marketing quota penalties because their entire wheat produc- 
tion is used on the farm where produced should be entitled to partici- 
pate in the acreage reserve program on exactly the same basis as those 
farmers who avail themselves of the 15-acre exemption. We shall be 
glad to submit to you the legal language to make this effective. 

As indicated above it is recognized that there will be certain ad- 
ministrative difficulties in putting the provisions of the bill into opera- 
tion, but we believe it will be possible to develop adequate safeguards. 

Additional administrative expenses would be incurred in carrying 
out the provisions of the bill, if enacted. It is believed that such 
increases might be absorbed from funds appropriated for admin- 
istering the wheat quota program. 

Section 2 of the bill would prohibit the use of excess wheat acreage 
in 1958 and subsequent years for history purposes in determining 
future State, county, and farm acreage allotments and prohibit farms 
planting wheat without an allotment in 1958 and subsequent years 
from becoming eligible for an allotment in succeeding years as “old” 
wheat farms. Each of these proposed provisions now apply to tobacco 
and the first provision now applies to all basic crops except corn 
and wheat. 

Enactment of this section of the bill would do much toward mini- 
mizing undesirable shifts in State and county wheat acreage allot- 
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ments which are prevalent under existing programs. By limiting 
allotments credits to 1958 and subsequent years to the acreage seeded 
to wheat within the farm allotment, State and county allotments for 
succeeeding years will become more stable. 

Although the acreage allotment and marketing quota programs 
for wheat have generally been effective in holding down the produc- 
tion of wheat, there are problems under the present provisions of 
law which are inherently contributing to the instability of State and 
county allotments. Foremost among them is the provision of law 
which exempts from marketing quota penalties farms seeding not 
more than 15 acres of wheat for harvest as grain. 

In 1956 there were 562,643 farms in the commercial wheat pro- 
ducing area, or 34 percent of all wheat farms in such area, on which 
the acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain was in excess of the 
farm allotment. The total allotment on these excess farms was 
4,559,317 acres, but the acreage seeded to wheat on such farms for 
harvest as grain was 8,991,601 acres. Thus, the total wheat acreage 
on such farms was 97 percent above the total allotted acreage. 

An analysis of the 1956 wheat performance reports submitted by 
all applicable State ASC offices indicate that overplanting of allot- 
ments was prevalent on larger farms in some of the important wheat- 
peecenns States such as Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming, 

ontana, Idaho, and Washington. If these States, together with 
North Dakota and South Dakota in which the number of noncom- 
plying wheat farms were relatively small, are disregarded, a true 
picture of overplanting wheat allotments or small farms becomes 
more apparent. 

Outside these States within the 1956 commercial wheat-producing 
area, there were 498,088 farms, or 39 percent of all wheat farms, on 
which the acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in 1956 was 
in excess of the farm allotment. In the States of truly small wheat 
farms, the total acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in 1956 
on excess farms was about 21% times larger than the total allotment 
assigned to such farms. 

The permitting of excess wheat acreage to be used for history pur- 
»0Sses in determining allotments is causing some radical shifts in 
State, county, and farm allotments even though the national wheat 
acreage allotment remains constant at 55 million acres. The result 
is that a State such as North Dakota, with only 1.2 percent of the 
wheat farms overplanting the farm allotment, loses allotment to 
Missouri and other States where overplanting is exceptionally heavy 
on small farms. 

The impact on county allotments is even greater. For example, 
the 1958 State allotment for Kansas is about the same as for 1957, 
but because of excess planting on small farms in counties of eastern 
Kansas, a considerable shift of allotment from the wheat belt of 
western Kansas will be necessary to provide allotments for the in- 
creased acreage in the eastern part of the State. 

Nebraska, another important wheat-producing State, has still an- 
other problem resulting from the overplanting of allotments. The 
overplanting of wheat allotments in this State has, for the most part, 
been on large farms in certain counties of the high plains area. This 
overplanting on large wheat farms, although deliberate in the face 





| 
| 
| 














| 
| 
| 


WHEAT FED OR USED FOR SEED OR FOOD 9 


of marketing quota penalties or under the provisions of law which 
permits storing the Sar marketing excess, is building up excessive 
wheat acreage history which can only be covered in subsequent years 
by shifting allotment acreage from other States or from other coun- 
ties in Nebraska. To illustrate, in Cheyenne County, Nebr., 914 farms, 
68.6 percent of all wheat farms in the county, had an acreage of 
wheat for harvest as grain in 1956 in excess of the farm allotment. 
The total acreage of wheat on these noncomplying farms was 43.4 per- 
cent larger than the total allotment acreage on such farms. 

Other important wheat-producing counties include Banner, with 
64.3 percent of farms overplanting, Deuel with 40.6 percent, and Kim- 
ball with 68.9 percent. 

The shifting of allotment acreage from one State to another and 
from county to county within a State as the result of overplanting of 
farm wheat acreage allotments is a matter of grave concern to com- 
plying producers. Even within counties complying farms must, under 
existing legislation, give up allotment acreage to cover the excess 
acreage on noncomplying farms. Unless legislative action is taken 
to alter this situation, the problem will become greater as we move 
into the future. We strongly urge the enactment of this section of 
the bill. 

Section 3 of the bill was, no doubt, designed to stabilize the com- 
mercial wheat-producing area by preventing certain States from mov- 
ing in and out of such area from one year to the next. Only four 
States—Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, and Mississippi—would likely 
be affected, in subsequent years, by the provisions of this section. Based 
on the latest available statistics of the Department of Agriculture. 
the acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in each of these 
States during the last 3 years was as follows: 


Acreage for harvest as grain 


State | 1955 1956 1957 
Alabama ; 59, 000 80, 000 120, 000 
Arizona 43, 000 58, 000 55, 000 
Louisiana 17, 000 35, 000 90, 000 
Mississippi- - - 18, 300 18, 000 150, 000 


The computed 1958 State wheat acreage allotments for these States 
were: Alabama, 23.240 acres: Arizona, 21,401 acres; Louisiana, 6,302 
acres, and Mississippi, 16,256 acres. When you compare that to the 
number of acreage actually harvested for grain in the table, you 
will see what we are trying to illustrate. 

Since existing legislation gives the Secretary discretionary author- 
ity to designate a State as outside the commercial wheat producing 
area if the allotment for such State is 25,000 acres or less, each of the 
4 States were so designated for the 1958 crop. An analysis of the 
wheat seedings in these States indicates that the 1959 State wheat 
acreage allotment for both Alabama and Arizona will likely be in ex- 
cess of 25,000 acres and thereby could not, under the present pro- 
visions of law, be excluded from the commercial wheat producing area 
for 1959. Under the provisions of section 3 of H. R. 6784 both of 
these States would definitely be in the commercial area in 1959 and 
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would have to remain therein for a period of at least 3 years before 
they could again become eligible to be excluded from such area. 

e believe that the provisions of section 3 of the bill are necessary 
in order to stabilize the commercial wheat producing area in future 
years and to implement the effective administration of the wheat pro- 
duction adjustment programs. It is recommended, however, that 
section 3 be modified before its enactment as follows: (1) Insert on 
line 24 of page 3 the words “for harvest as grain” immediately follow- 
ing the words “planted to wheat,” (2) insert on line 3 of page 4 the 
words “for harvest as grain” immediately following the words “acre- 
age planted to wheat,” and (3) insert on line 8 of page 4 the words 
“for harvest as grain” immediately following the words “annual 
acreage planted to wheat.” 

In summary may I say that subject to the suggested changes we 
feel that this proposed bill is a step in the right direction. 

Mr. Ausert. Thank you, Mr. Berger, for your statement. 

I would like to ask you a few questions for the record. 

In the first place, the present 15-acre exemption in the law would 
not be disturbed, as I understand this bill, by the enactment of this 
bill, except with respect to building up future history, is that right? 

Mr. Berger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avsert. In other words, a farmer can plant up to 15 acres and 
sell the wheat if he want to do so. But suppose his allotment was 
7 acres and he planted more than 7 acres, he would not be adding 
to his history. 

Mr. Bercrr. That is right. 

Mr. Avzert. That is correct ? 

Mr. Bercer. That is the way I understand it. 

Mr. Apert. For any year in which he exceeds his allotment? 

Mr. Sorkin. He would still get the 7 acres. He would not add to 
his history. 

Mr. Atsert. He would get the 7 acres? 

Mr. Sorkin. Yes. 

Mr. Apert. Would that be true of the 30-acre as well as the 15- 
acre provision ¢ 

Mr. Sorxryn. He would still only get the history up to his allotment. 

Mr. Avsert. He will get up to his allotment? 

Mr. Sorxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Axzerr. He cannot build history, though, otherwise—— 

Mr. Sorxin. That is right. 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Mr. Arzertr. Now for the second point. You understand, this bill 
is a compromise, Mr. Berger. You suggested that perhaps some of 
these other bills would suit you better. I do not exactly understand 
the position of the Department, in that regard. 

On page 3 you say: 

Production of wheat for feed is in general confined to small farms in the feed 
deficit areas. 


If it is confined to sma) farms, why should we leave the exemption 
wide open? Why shoulu we not make it a small-farm proposition? 
Mr. Bercer. It will take care of itself, as I see it, whether you have 
the 30-acre limitation or not. The matter of further administrative 
problem we have is to see that it stays within the 30 acres—that is all. 














WHEAT FED OR USED FOR SEED OR FOOD ll 


Mr. Axsert. Do you think that the 30-acre provision is ample to 
take care of the overwhelming majority of small farmers who want 
to feed their wheat produced on their farms ? 

Mr. Bercer. Yes; but I see no reason for drawing the line at 30 
acres. 

Mr. Ausert. If a farmer desires to feed his wheat on the farm, you 
think he should be allowed to do so even if he plants several thou- 
sand acres 4 

Mr. Bercer. If he should feed 2,000 acres of wheat on the farm 
where produced, that is entirely up to him. I would just as soon have 
him raise wheat on that 2,000 acres as I would any other type of feed 
grain, such as barley, sorghum, oats, or other grains, so long as he 
will feed it. 

Mr. Arsertr. This seems to be a contradictory situation. Here you 
want to let the man grow wheat for feed, and at the same time let 
him participate in the soil bank, the purpose of which is to cut down 
the surplus of commercial wheat production. 

Mr. Bercer. We will let him raise barley, oats, and sorghum grains. 

Mr. Atpert. But he does not get the same soil-bank provisions that 
he does under wheat. 

Mr. Bercer. Well, on the excess acreage he does. Am I right on 
that? 

Mr. Sorkin. He would not participate under the wheat-soil-bank 
provisions. What we are recommending here is this: Let us say a man 
has a corn allotment and a 5-acres wheat allotment. Under the present 
laws, if he is allowed to plant 15 acres of wheat, and if he comes 
within the provisions of the corn allotment minus what he puts into 
the soil bank, he is eligible for a soil-bank payment. 

We are proposing to extend this 15 acres to whatever is done here. 
The man has to do the same thing with respect to corn acreage as he 
does under the present law. It is a technical change that we are 
recommending here. 

Mr. Apert. I don’t quite follow that. Are you saying that you 
do not want him to participate in the wheat-acreage reserve? 

Mr. Sorkin. If he takes advantage of the 15-acre provision, he 
cannot participate in the wheat-acreage reserve; actually he should 
not. 

Mr. Bercer. Should not? 

Mr. Axzert. But he should be able to participate in other crops. 

Mr. Bercer. For example, cotton or corn. 

Mr. Bass. What you are saying here is that for the purposes of 
the soil bank then, this wheat outside of commercial allotments would 
be considered as a feed grain for the purpose of obtaining the soil 
bank? 

Mr. Bercer. That is correct. 

Mr. Hermevrcer. The effect of your proposed amendment, then, 
with respect to the soil bank would not permit a farmer who is getting 
an exemption under this proposed bill to put the acreage into the 
soil bank ? 

Mr. Sorxrn. That is correct. 

Mr. Hermeurcer. In other words, it would affect only acreage- 
reserve commitments for other crops, and would say that he is in 
compliance with his wheat for that purpose, if he is in compliance 
with the exemption granted under this bill; is that correct? 
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Mr. Sorxin. That is correct. 

Mr. Betcuer. If wheat does not affect these others. 

Mr. Axzert. I think that suggestion is certainly worthy of con- 
sideration by the committee. With respect to the 30-acre limitation, 
do you think that if the committee sees fit to retain a limitation in 
legislation that the 30 acres is about right for the small farmer? 

Mr. Bercer. I would say that it would take care of a large per- 
centage of the problems that we see at the present time. However, 
we think it is not needed. In other words if a man has 35-acre field 
that he wants to devote to wheat for feed instead of 30 acres, it would 
appear desirable to let him do it. 

Mr. Axpsert. Would 35 acres do that? 

Mr. Bercer. Do you have any statistics on that? 

Mr. Miter. It would cover most of them. 

Mr. Bercer. It would cover most of them. It does put on a limita- 
tion which we feel is unnecessary. 

Mr. Augerr. You realize, of course, the criticism this committee has 
had about this thing; that is, it penalizes the small farmer? 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Mr. Arsert. We have had no criticism from the big operator who 
wants to plant wheat for feed. We are trying here to protect the 
little fellow. 

Mr. Beucuer. I think the reason for that is that people do not plant 
a thousand acres and feed it. They plant it and feed it to poultry, 
et cetera. 

Mr. Apert. In that connection, if we do this, take the limit off, we 
may have some feeders in Oklahoma who would raise up to a thousand 
acres of wheat to feed cattle and not be subject to the marketing-quota 
provisions of the law. 

Mr. Bass. As far as the human consumption is concerned, I would 
like to ask a few questions. Under this act, would it be possible for a 
man to raise his 30 acres of wheat and harvest the wheat and take it to 
the mill and exchange it for flour ? 

Mr. Bercer. As long as he is going to use the flour on his own farm. 

Mr. Rooney. He can do that. 

Mr. Bass. We have in my part of the country—it has not happened 
much—as to the acreage allotment, but prior to this time, before wheat 
was supported, our farmers would raise their wheat and go ahead 
and harvest the wheat and take it to the mill, and deposit it with the 
mill—50 or 100 bushels of wheat—and then if they needed a hundred- 
pound sack of flour, would go back and pick it up at a later date. 
Would that be permissible under this act? 

Mr. Rooney. Yes. On page 2 of the bill, the second condition is 
removed from such a farm, except to be processed for use into human 
food or livestock feed on the farm. 

Mr. Avsert. I am not certain whether the bill would allow a man 
to exchange wheat or require him to have his own wheat processed. 

Mr. Bass. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Bercer. I do not see any reason why it should not be done. 

Mr. Rooney. It could be so worded. 

Mr. Arperr. You are in favor of those provisions of H. R. 6784 
which relate to the matter of building up excess history ? 

Mr. Bercer. Definitely. 
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Mr. Auperr. You think that is an improvement over these other 
bills? 

Mr. Bercer. Definitely. 

Mr. Axzerr. And, also, section 3 you would like to see in the 
legislation, the corr ections? 

Mr. Bercer. Definitely. 

Mr. Arserr. You think it is progressive legislation, and that the 
bill covers three subjects that should be covered ? 

Mr. Bercrr. Yes. We think we should prefer to remove even the 30 
acre limitation, if possible. But on the other hand, if we cannot, 
we will take the 30 acres and consider it an improvement. 

Mr. Arsert. There would be an administrative problem there, too, 
if it were 50 acres? 

Mr. Brercer. He cannot sell any of it. He has to feed it. 

Mr. Apert. He can sell to a neighbor if you do not know anything 
about. it? 

Mr. Bercer. This may not happen. On the other hand, that might 
be true on less than 30 acres; you cannot tell either. 

Mr. Atserr. You have no objections to the provisions? 

Mr. Bercer. It is easier to check if you do not allow him to sell any 
part of it. As long as you allow him to sell part of it then you may 
have trouble. If he has to use it on his own place, you have a pretty 
good chance to watch him. 

Mr. Apert. So far as the charitable institutions and the like are 
concerned, you have no objections to the bill? 

Mr. Bercrr. We think that is a wonderful thing. We know of 
several where it has been a hard decision for us to say—No, you can- 
not do it.” 

Mr. Arsert. Mr. Anfuso, the author, has also called to my atten- 
tion instances of hardships involving religious and charitable organi- 
zations. We think the restrictions on them should be lifted. 

Mr. Bercer. State institutions and others of that type get involved 
in this problem. 

Mr. Smiru. I take it that when you say used on the farm—-— 

Mr. Bercer. Where raised. 

Mr. SmirH. You mean were raised. You just said that he could 
take it down and take back flour. Does he have to be paid in kind, 
or does he have to be paid in dollars‘ It used to be common practice 
that you take down 3 bushels of wheat and got back 3 bushels of flour. 
These big operators that use bran and shorts and idk llings of wheat 
to feed on their farm, what are they going to do, are they to be paid 
in kind or in dollars?) What I am thinking about, is this miller gong 
to be able to cash in on his extra bushels of wheat? I want to get 
that cleared up. That arises when they start feeding? 

Mr. Brererr. You are thinking of where he will be able to pay for 
the milling cost with wheat ? 

Mr. SmirH. Yes. 

Mr. Bercer. In most cases, I think it has been common practice 
that the miller keeps the byproducts as the milling costs. Of course, 
that may not be true in the future. I do not know. What would 
your decision be on that ? 

Mr. Bass. Asa cost. 
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Mr. Bereer. As a milling cost, the processing margins in terms of 
mill feed. You mill 100 pounds of w aoe and you are going to have 
25 or 30 pounds of byproducts, mill feed and middlings “and so forth. 

Usually, in most of these tr: ading operations, the flour miller just: 
takes that and he sells it on the market. The farmer takes back only 
70 or 80 pounds of wheat flour for the one hundred pounds of wheat. 

That pays the toll. That has been the practice for many, many years. 

What would your answer be to that? 

Mr. Rooney. Of course, logically, when that happens, he has really 
sold enough wheat to pay for the processing, because the mill takes the 
wheat and it goes into channels of tr: ade. 

Mr. Bass. He pays it as a toll? 

Mr. Smirn. That is my point. 

Mr. Bererer. It is a good point and should be discussed. 

Mr, Rooney. On feed, particularly where he brings in wheat, he 
isn’t going to put it up for trading for more bran and shorts than 
the wheat has. You get into all kinds of complications of that kind. 

The way this reads now it is contemplated bringing the wheat 
in and having it processed, and whatever is left taken home. 

Mr. Bass. And pay in cash for the processing. 

Mr. Rooney. That is right. 

Mr. Bercer. That would help us if that was clarified in the termi- 
nology. 

Mr. Rooney. That is what the literal meaning of this language is 
at the present time. 

Mr. Bass. The only way to keep additional wheat products off the 
market is to require him to pay for the processing—if you want to 
do that. I do not know whether you want to do that. 

Mr. Smiru. I am sure that all of us have had the experience 
in a law as complex as this, something ought to be spelled out in 
regard to that matter, even with 15 or "30 acres used for wheat, and 
you run not a few bushels but hundreds and thousands that might be 
in it. 

Mr. Berecer. In the normal flour processing you have about 30 
pounds, out of a hundred, in the byproducts. You get about 70 pounds 
of patent flour that the man would use in his home. 

Mr. Bass. You won't get that much. 

Mr. Bereer. With some mills. You should on a good, clear pat- 
ent flour get 70 pounds out of 100 pounds of wheat. 

Mr. ALBertr. Without objection, counsel of the committee will look 
into the matter of formulating an amendment to take care of this. Mr. 
Watts? 

Mr. Warts. At the present time all farmers could grow 15 acres of 
wheat, and they do not get the support price on that. This bill con- 
templates growing 30 additional acres which would make 45 acres. 

Mr. Bercer. No. 

Mr. Sorxin. No. 

Mr. Warts. Does it do away with the 15 acres? 

Mr. Sorxrn. If the man wants to take advantage of the 30 acres pro- 
vision, he cannot sell any wheat off that farm. 

Mr. Warr. He cannot sell any wheat? 

Mr. Sorkin. Any wheat. 

Mr. Bercer. No, sir. 
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Mr. Warr. Is that spelled out anywhere here? 

Mr. Bercer. Yes. That is the way we would want it. We would 
have to have it, or we could not administer it at all. He can’t sell any 
wheat. 

Mr. Warts. If you allowed him 15 acres and allowed him to raise 
30, he probably would raise 100 bushels to the acre on the 15 acres, one- 
half a bushed to the acre, on the other 15 acres. 

Mr. Bercer. It is very clear, I think, and we certainly want it that 

vay. 

Mr. Warts. I missed it as we went through it. If you take ad- 
vantage of the 30-acre provision, you waive your right under the 15 
acres ¢ 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. You don’t get both? You get one or the other? 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Going back to the soil-bank discussion, I don’t follow 
you all fully. I am assuming that under the present law, in order for 
a. farmer to be eligible for soil-bank payments on tobacco or cotton or 
corn, he has to be in compliance on wheat; is that right. 

Mr. Sork1n. Yes, except the man who takes advantage of the 15- 
acre provision. 

Mr. Warts. He is in compliance if he is within 15 acres? 

Mr. Bercer. Within 15 acres, yes. 

Mr. Warts. What you are doing is raising it up to 30 acres and be in 
compliance ? 

Mr. Sorkin. If he uses all of that 30 acres on the farm. 

Mr. Bercer. On the farm, yes. 

Mr. Warrs. This second section deals with history. What has been 
the practice before this, the farmer just goes out and raises wheat, and 
establishes an acreage allotment in wheat? 

Mr. Miter. The law says that we must consider the past acreage 
of wheat on that farm. If you grew 100 acres of wheat without an 
allotment, we must consider that you had planted 100 acres of wheat. 

Mr. Warr. What would be my allotment the following year? I had 
no allotment at all. And I grew 100 acres of wheat. 

Mr. Miuirr. At the present time we are using the 4-year average 
history as the base acreage. We do not use the last year’s acreage in 
establishing the current “allotment. In establishing the 1958 allot- 
ment, we did not use the histor y of 1957. It merely indicates that tlie 
man is known as an old wheat producer. 

Mr. Warts. Suppose, for instance, this happened in 1956, or 1957, 
you were figuring up my 1958 allotment; I had never grown any wheat, 
but I grew 100 acres of wheat in 1956? 

Mr. Mitirr. Asa rule that would be averaged by the figure 4. 

Mr. Warts. That would be 25 acres? 

Mr. Minter. That is right. That would be your base. From that 
we would factor that down to the point of your allotment figure. 

Mr. Warts. About what would that be ? 

Mr. Miuier. You would get about a 17- or 18-acre allotment. 

Mr. Warts. Have these people who have been taking advantage of 
this 15-acre provision been building allotments with it 

Mr. Mixxer. Yes, sir; very true. The illustration in the testimony 
here indicates that Missouri, Illinois, Arkansas, have been getting 
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tremendous increases in their State and county allotments because of 
that fact. 

Mr. Warts. It looks to me like that ought to be stopped, and ought 
to have been stopped long ago. 

Mr. Betcuer. What do y: you think I have been talking about for 
about 10 years? 

Mr. Warts. I have been on this committee several years, and never 
have seen a bill. 1 would have been glad to have supported it. We 
would not stand for that in tobacco. You haven’t had a bill since I 
have been here. 

Mr. Bevcuer. We have been fighting this thing ever since. 

Mr. Warts. You may have been fighting—— 

Mr. Bercuer. There has never been a time that we haven’t been 
fighting since I have been here. That was the principle, to eliminate 
that 15 acres—that was the principal objective of Mr. Hope on this 
committee. 

Mr. Apert. Let me ask a further question. You mentioned the 
fact that this bill does not relieve those who have violated marketing 
quota laws in previous years. 

Mr. Bereer. That iscorrect. It does relieve them in 1957. 

Mr. Apert. But not for 1958. 

Mr. Bercer. But not before that. 

Mr. Avsert. Of course, the reason for that was—and we would like 
to have your comment on it—we were fearful that it might otherwise 
cause everybody that has had to pay penalties to come in and say, 
“We are also entitled to relief.” 

Mr. Bercer. I wish to warn you, Mr. Chairman, that we are a little 
bit concerned about the fact that it is applicable in 1957. There are 
winter wheat producers in many areas who have to cut back to 15 
acres. On the other hand, another farmer who does not pay any atten- 
tion to the program may be relieved of the penalty. It does do that 
in 1957. 

Mr. Atzert. You would not recommend going back and paying 
back everybody who has been penalized ? 

Mr. Bercer. Definitely not. We do not recommend that at all, be- 
cause it would be, frankly, a terrible job for us to try to go back to do 
that. 

Mr. Ausert. Would you recommend making it in 1958 instead of in 
1957, that this exemption begin ? 

Mr. Bercer. How do you feel about that ? 

Mr. Mixer. I think it would be fairer to the producers. 

Mr. Bercer. To the producer? 

Mr. Warts. To make it 1958? 

Mr. Murr. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Bercer. I am of the opinion that it might be fairer to all pro- 
ducers this year to begin in 1958 because I am afraid that we have 
already gone out with our regulations at the county level. Before this 
bill gets enacted we will have more producers who have been compelled 
to adjust their acreage down to the 15 acres after they have done th: at 
it would not be fair to say to the other fellow, “We will exempt you. 

Mr. Betcuer. I am more interested in my producers than I am the 
consumers. 

Mr. Jones. Iam not familiar with this practice of taking your wheat 
to the mill and getting flour. I just wondered about these people who 
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are wanting to grow wheat for feed. I take it that that is the prin- 
cipal reason for the application to grow the wheat, and to have it 
exempted? How big a part does flour play in the economy of the 
yeople who are growing the wheat for feed on the farm? Is that an 
unportant factor ¢ 

Mr. Sorkin. I do not think so. 

Mr. Bercrr. I doubt if it could be. 

Mr. Sorkin. It could not be too much. ; 

Mr. Jones. If that be the case, would it be worth while to consider 
that all of this wheat would be not only fed or used on the farm, but 
would be processed on the farm, because as I understand it most of 
these people who feed the wheat have their own smali mills and feed 
grains, that they actually process the wheat that is going to be used 
for feed on the farm and do it there, don’t they ? 

Mr. Bercer. I doubt if that is exactly true. I can visualize a Jot 
of them, at least, that are going to feed it to dairy cattle, would not 
grind it. They would aoe it into a plant where they can get it steamed 
and rolled. Ground wheat fed to dairy cattle gums up their mouth, 
whereas, if they steam saa roll it they could use it much better as a 
dairy feed. I do not think we would want to s say processing on the 
farm. 

Mr. Smiru. I want to make this remark. It was not about this 
flour for human consumption, but if I am able to read farm journals 
and farm magazines, the people down South are more interested in 
this than any other part of the United States because you are going 
down there and raising pigs on a production-line basis. 

In other words, they are setting up and raising young pigs on the 
production-line basis. And they are going to take this wheat and 
take it into the market and get it processed, and it will be further used 
as feed on these production lines that they are establishing all over 
the South. That is the new gimmick in agriculture. You will see 
that they are going into it like they did a few years ago on the broiler 
proposition. They are going to use this in that way. That is what 
I am trying to get pinpointed—what you are going to do about this 
8 that has 30 acres of wheat and processes it and bri ings it back. 

‘an he pay in grain or must he pay cash for processing it? 

We have a man over here from Georgia and a Member of Congress 
down there. 

Mr. Betcuer. Will you yield right there? If you paid for the 
processing in cash, it would be the same as doing the processing on 
the farm. 

Mr. Jones. I am like you, that we are trying to keep all of this on 
the farm and not letting him bring the flour back to the farm, and 
bran and so forth go into trade. That is what we are trying to ac- 
complish, as I see it. 

Mr. Betcuer. I agree that ought to be tightened up. I am won- 
dering if you made him pay for the processing in cash, that you 
would serve the same purpose, because it may be possible that they 
want to take it to 9 neighbor’s farm and grind it, or some little mill in 
town. At the same time, I do not see that it will affect the overall 
market as long as the only thing he can do with that wheat is to feed 
it to his own stock on his own farm. 

Mr. Smiru. Here are thousands of bushels from the farm going 
into process, into feed that will go back. The process is simply this, 
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it will make feed—they will mix some middlings in it and antibiotics 
in it and take it back. Does he have to pay cash for that or does 
he take the toll out of the bushels that he brings in ‘ 

Mr. Bexcuer. I think he ought to pay cash. 

Mr. Warts. On page 2 it says this: 

The entire crop of wheat is used on such farm for feed, human feed or feed 
for livestock. 

If you construe that according to what it says, everything that he 
takes to the mill has to come back. 

Mr. Brercer. That is right. 

Mr. Watts. And I think in the report, if you decided to vote it out, 
that in connection with section III, you could emphasize that every- 
thing he took to the mill had to come back to the farm. 

Mr. Jones. What I was trying to get at was this. Another thing 
I want to bri ing out is this: If you permit this fellow to grow these 
30 acres or any other amount that you want to fix it at, it seems to 
me that he should not be able to retain a wheat acreage for allotment 
purposes. 

If he is raising this and not complying with the regular wheat 
program, we are making an exemption. I cannot see why he is not 
willing to abandon his interest in a wheat allotment on that farm 
if he is particularly interested, and we are permitting him to grow all 
of this, going to consume it all on the farm. If that is the farm 

ractice that he wants to get into, it would be less trouble for the 
Sisisiic tail it seems to me, less trouble to administer. This fellow is 
just out of the wheat program, he can grow all of it on the farm, and 
that is just it. Would not that make sense ? 

Mr. Bevcuer. I think that is the intent of the bill. 

Mr. Jones. No. He retains the acreage; if he has 7 or 10 or 12 
acres, he just retains it. I think he should be willing to give up this 
allotment, and if he wants to get back in the program, he will come 
in as a new farm and start all over again. 

Mr. Warts. Because you are going to let him have his allotment 
and then grow on top of it all of the wheat he raises and the whole 
thing 

Mr. Bercer. Exactly right, but he does reserve-—— 

Mr. Warrs. You mean that allotment is hanging in the air, it is 
not used ? 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. It is held there and he cannot use it. 
If one year he raises it for feed, and he decides he wants to go back 
to raising wheat for market, he has his quota established according 
to the law. We think that this is all right. He cannot do it the 
same year, but it is held in reserve for him. 

Mr. Rooney. There is another point. 

Mr. Jones. You said a minute ago that they could build it up. 

Mr. Arpert. No, they cannot. 

Mr. Jenninas. No, they cannot. 

Mr. Berarr. The extra acreage does not help to build it up. 

Mr. Jones. Then this fellow could plant a hundred acres? 

Mr. Mitirr. That is the way the law is now. 

Mr. Jonrs. I know it is under the present law. That is why I 
think the present law is wrong. 

Mr. Miiter. We agree there. 

Mr. Jones. I think that now is the time to correct it. 
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Mr. Bevcuer. I am right along with you. Let us make it 15 acres 
minimum. It is not correct if he enters into this program. 

Mr. Arserr. The 15-acre man, if he has an 8-acre allotment under 
the present law and plants 15 acres, has a history on the 15-acre basis. 
Under this bill he can plant his 15 acres but his history is based on 
his 8-acre allotment, and not on his 15 acres. 

Mr. Sorxrn. That is in section IT. 

Mr. Warts. Section IT? 

Mr. Avperr. If we do the other things we are going to start a new 
process which . ill be dangerous, in my opinion. 

Mr. Warts. I am sorry I didn’t understand it sooner, so I could 
have gotten eed a wheat base. It is too late now. 

Mr. Apert. If you eliminate the entire allotment, you will be shift- 
ing acres into the areas in which surpluses exist. 

Mr. Sorkin. We don’t eliminate that allotment. 

Mr. Bercer. What area is in surplus wheat ? 

Mr. Avsert. If you eliminated allotments in the State of Pennsyl- 

yrania, for example, that would mean that Kansas where wheat is 
grown for commercial purposes and which type of wheat is in surplus, 
would get larger allotments. That is what that means. We will 
have an adverse effect, in reverse from what we are trying to cor- 
rect here. We don’t want to reverse the situation, and take all of 
the wheat allotments away from the rest of the country and place 
them in the commercial belt. 

Mr. Betcuer. But this 15-acre business, this section 8 provides that 
you cannot use excess acreage to build up history. There is not a 
single thing in here that affects the 15-acre allotment at all. 

Mr. Minter. That is right. 

Mr. Aveert. It is not an allotment. 

Mr. Beccuer. It will not affect that 15-acre exemption. 

Mr. Apert. Except it says that he cannot get a history for any 
part of it above his allotment. 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes, that is true. 

Mr. Arsertr. That is what your people are complaining of. 

Mr. Warts. Under this he can use the 15 acre, 30 acre, both. He 
cannot use his allotment for either one of them. What becomes of 
his allotment for the 15 acres. It opens the allotment to support 
prices. I have an 8-acre allotment, and say this law becomes effec- 
tive, I can still raise the 15 acres and get support price on the 8 acres. 

Mr. Bercer. No. 

Mr. Warts. You can do that under the present law. 

Mr. Sorkin. There is no support price if you exceed your allot- 
ment. 

Mr. Betcner. He can raise 15 acres without paying any penalty 
on it. 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. If the fellow has an 8-acre allotment, and you come in 
to the ASC office and claim that, then you can only plant that 8 acres, 
is that right? If you have a cotton or tobacco allotment, and claim 
the § acres, and if he wants over that, say to 15 





Mr. Warts. You are talking about soil bank. 

Mr. Jonrs. No: I had a farm client in Arkansas, he had a cotton 
allotment, wheat allotment, and some other allotment, but he claimed 
his wheat allotment of less than 15 acres. Then he went on and 
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thought that he could plant 15 acres, so he went on and planted the 
15 acres, and then they called him out of compliance, and made him 
plow under in order to preserve, to get his cotton support and his 
wheat support. 

Mr. Mixier. We do not have that. 

Mr. Warts. He was in cross-compliance. 

Mr. Rooney. That was cross-compliance. 

Mr. Sorkin. That is not in effect now. 

Mr. Jonres. When did we take that out—2 years ago / 

Mr. Bercer. That only lasted a very short time. 

Mr. Sorxtn. It never was made effective. 

Mr. Apert. Any other questions? 

Mr. Jones. You mentioned a minute ago about this law being up- 
held as to constitutionality. It would seem to me that if a farmer 
plants on his own farm any crop and he does not get it off of that 
farm, and it is used all on the farm, and he is not in any program 
where he is obtaining money from the Government, either soil bank 
or support prices, I don’t see how under the Constitution that you 
could regulate the amount that he would plant as long as he used it 
on that farm. That has been upheld? 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. Although he is not in any program 
at all and gets no money from the Government; that is right. 

Mr. Betcuer. Unless he sells some of it, he sells his hogs or cattle. 

Mr. Jones. If it is not supported, I don’t see how they could do 
that. 

Mr. Warts. He has to put it into something. They will raise all 
of the food right on the farm—the first thing you know they will be 
doing that. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. Mr. Chairman, I understand that over on the 
Senate side where a similar bill was introduced, the Senate commit- 
tee considered an amendment to the bill which would have denied 
the right to participate in a wheat referendum to persons who were 
taking advantage of the exemption offered by the bills, or perhaps in 
reverse, would have denied the exemption to a person who had par- 
ticipated in the referendum. In other words, you cannot be in the 
program and claim exemption from the program. They probably 
will write something in their report that will have that effect. I 
wonder if you might like for the staff to draft language which would 
do that, so it might be considered by you. Certainly, if such a thing 
is going to be done, it should be spelled out in the bill rather than 
trying to write that kind of law in the committee report. 

Mr. Smiru. We spent just 9 days trying to get all people the right 
to vote, and now we are going to take it away from them. 

Mr. Betcuer. I do not believe that a man who claims exemption 
from the law ought to vote that law on somebody else. 

Mr. Jones, He is not entitled to both. 

Mr. Jennrnos. I agree with you. 

Mr. Betcuer. He is either in or out. If he is going to say, “Well, 
I am going to vote this law on you, but I am going to claim exemp- 
tion from this same law.” 

Mr. Apert. If he has an allotment he is entitled to vote under the 
law, is that right ? 

Mr. Sorxin. No. If he takes advantage of the 15 acres, he has 
to have more than 15 acres for harvest before he can vote. 
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Mr. Avsert. That is right. 

Mr. JenniNos, Isn’t this whittling away at the wheat program, just 
one more step of chipping it away ¢ 

Mr. Berger. I do not know just how you mean that. 

Mr. Jennines. Now you are extending it. If we keep extending it, 
what advantages are we going to have ¢ 

Mr. Bercer. This is one thing that we feel is necessary if we are 
going to have an effective wheat program. 

Mr. Warts. Section I might hurt it a little. 

Mr. Bercer. I doubt it very much, for the simple reason that I 
would as soon have him raise wheat for feed as anything else. As 
long as he is going to use it for feed. 

Mr. Hermmpurcer, You are apt to have less feeding value out of an 
acre of wheat than other crops? 

Mr. Bercer. That setundls A man would do better raising wheat 
than he would many other crops. I think that would vary definitely 
areawise, with conditions of his own farm and soil conditions. 
There are certain areas where I would rather raise wheat. 

Mr. Aupert. May I ask you this—do you think it might be wise to 
have the limitation, and maybe find out what happens, and perhaps 
broaden the law and take the limitation off in a later bill 4 

Mr. Bercer. We are not insisting that you eliminate the 30 acres. 
We say that we think it would be a little fairer and easier to admin- 
ister. We think it would be simpler if we did not put the 30-acre 
limitation in it. 

We have told you in our testimony that we will accept the 30 acres 
rather than nothing, because we feel quite strongly that this is a 
step in the right direction. It would take care of a lot of people. 
On the other hand, we also say that we would prefer to see the 30- 
acre limitation removed. We think it would be simpler if it was not 
there. 

Mr. Apert. We appreciate your testimony. It has been very 
helpful. 

If there are no further questions, we might call on you or your 
counsel when we get into the problem in drafting amendments when 
we go into exec utive session. 

Mr. Bercer. We will be glad to help you at any time we can. 

Mr. Avsert. We have some of our colleagues with us and I note 
the presence of the distinguished gentlewoman from New York, who 
has been interested in this for a long time, and with whom I have 
served on the Committee on Post Office in days gone by, a very fine 
Member of the House, Mrs. St. George. We will be pleased to have 
your testimony at this time. 

You are one of the authors of one of these bills. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KATHARINE ST. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 28TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mrs. Sr. Grorar. Yes, sir, am. My bill is H. R. 2029. It is the 
same bill that I have introduced before, and on which I have testi- 
fied before this committee. 
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It is identical to the bill introduced by my distinguished colleague 
from New York, Mr. Daniel Reed, and it amends the Agricultural 
Act to exempt from liability under the act where all of the wheat 
crop is fed or used for feed on the farm or for other purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent a district where the agricultural in- 
terests are entirely dairy farmers and poultry raisers. We do not 
grow wheat to any great extent; in fact, I doubt if we have any farms 
that would grow as much as 30 acres of wheat in my entire district. 
And the farmers there have very much resented the fact that they 
could not use the wheat that they grew on their own farm for their 
own use, and especially for the feeding of their own poultry. 

I was looking over my testimony the last time I appeared before 
this committee, and I would like to address myself to one specific 
thing, because in view of the discussion I have heard here this morn- 
ing, I think it is becoming increasingly evident that this law is un- 
workable, and I am sure you will agree with me that an unworkable 
law is a bad law. At that time I told this story, which is true today 
in my district. 

I made certain inquiries when I heard about this, and I received 
these protests, and said to my farmers, “How many of you have been 
called up before the district attorney, and what kind of trouble have 
you had as a result of this?” 

The reply was, “Oh, well, very few, because we understand that in- 
structions have been given to most of the district attorneys not to call 
farmers up under this act, as it is so unpopular.” 

Well, we have seen that happen before, notably in the Volstead Act 
which some of us remember. And I think any law or any act that c an 
be treated in that way—and I know it has been treated in that way in 
my part of the State, and for very good reasons—is bad, and should 
be corrected. 

Since I testified before this committee before, I see now that the 
Department is coming up with a bill. While it does not go as far 
as my bill—and of course I don’t like it as well—it is certainly a step 
in the right direction. 

And I think the case was admir: ably stated a few minutes ago, if 
I may say so, by Mr. Jones, when you stated, sir, that it was merely 
a question of whether this wheat was to be kept on the farm. That is 
all we are asking for, at least that is all my farmers are asking for. 
It is all they are interested in. They consider the law and the act 
as it now reads as being completely un-American. It means that peo- 
ple are snooping on their farms which they resent, and in fact, in many 
vases do not permit. And for that reason I do hope this committee 
will do something at present to correct this law, so that it can be made 
workable. 

And I would like to remind you again that our farmers of the 
Northeast get very short shrift and very small consideration from 
this committee. 

Mr. Auserr. Thank you for that very fine statement. 

Our colleague from New York C ity, Mr. Anfuso, has offered this 
bill as a step in that direction, with the 30-acre limitation. He comes 
from the Northeast and understands your problem and he has sug- 
gested to me that we take this appro: ach and go part of the way. That 
is the purpose of his bill. 
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Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I think it is an admirable step. And as I said, 
so far as my particular district is concerned, 30 acres would be 
eminently acceptable, because I don’t think anybody grows more than 
30 acres of wheat in the 28th Congressional District, but 1 hope that 
it will be just a step and that we will go the whole way. 

Mr. Atzert. Thank you very much. Any questions of Mrs. St. 
George? Thank you very much for appearing here. 

Mrs. Sr. George. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smiru. I want to make this statement for the record: Mrs. St. 
George said her district attorney would not do something. I want to 
say a number of farmers in Kansas have been fined under this law, 
and had to pay the fine. I think some 140 of them were fined. 

Mr. Atsert. Without objection the gentleman may place that in- 
formation in the record, if he desires. 

I note the presence of our distinguished colleague from Michigan, 
who is the author, I believe, of one of these bills, H. R. 5937. We 
will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARE E. HOFFMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FOURTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Horrman. It would be rather presumptuous for me to attempt 
to give the committee any worthwhile suggestions as to what it should 
or should not do. I can only convey to you the desire of the wheat- 
growers in the Fourth Congressional District of Michigan, the 
thought that they are extremely resentful of the fact that they can- 
not use, as they wish the wheat grown on the acreage allotted to them. 

There have been several cases where they have entered pleas of 

“ouilty” to the charges brought for disposing of wheat grown in 
excess of the bushels or acreage allotted, and of course are very re- 
sentful, They cannot understand why they cannot grow the desired 
amount of wheat and use it for feed on their own farms if they want. 
That is all. Ithank you very much. 

Mr. Arsert. We thank you very much for your statement. We 
know you have testified on this legislation before. Maybe we can 
make some progress this vear. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Arnerr. Dr. Miller, the committee will be pleased to hear you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE FOURTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Mitier. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the committee. I will be very brief. There are a number of bills 
before you on this wheat problem. 

I introduced H. R. 4413; I think it is very similar to Mr. Anfuso’s 
bill and others, dealing with this acreage limitation. Some type bill 
ought to be adopted. I understand that the Department of Agricul- 
ture has now approved and presented a more conciliatory attitude 
toward the bills. They now recommend that a bill be adopted that 
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would permit the farmer to feed the wheat raised on his own farm 
without penalty. 

I am a little in doubt how large the acreage should be. I think 
probably 30 acres is too large. I would much prefer it be kept to 15 
acres. QOne difficulty you have in the question of wheat allotments, 
that when the 15- or 30-acre wheat farms are planted, it then figures 
in the allotment acres to the wheat-producing country. Wheat acre- 
ages are reduced. This should be changed. 

In Mr. Smith’s area, and my own area, there are some objections 
to this bill. I think we have a witness from my territory this morn- 
ing. I think there is some objection to taking the 15 acres out. But 
I think the law has been unworkable. 

The Department of Agriculture now approves some step in that 
direction. And I think Mr. Anfuso’s bill, if you will keep it to 15 
acres, perhaps would be more acceptable to the majority of the 
farmers. 

Mr. Jones. The 15 acres, I think, if you cannot take the 15 acres 
now and do anything you want with it, what would be the advantage 
at all? 

Mr. Muuer. I think that is true, but there has been some over- 
planting sometimes on these acreages and then they get into trouble. 

Mr. Jonxs. If you are going to limit it to 15 acres, the present law 
takes care of that. 

Mr. Warts. You do not need any law if you keep it there. 

Mr. Mutter. I think it does at the present time. 

Mr. Jones. No point in enacting your bill if you will limit it to 
15 acres. 

Mr. Mitier. I think the bill, in the title of it, exempts certain 
wheat or other grain producers from liability under the act, where 
all wheat and other grain crops are fed and used on the farm and 
for other purposes. 

As I understand it, out in Kansas and Nebraska, there has been 
a number of suits that have been filed by farmers relative to the over- 
planting and the use of the feed. I think, perhaps, the 15 acres does 
come under that feature of the exemption at the present time. 

Mr. Bretcuer. My understanding of the law is that up to 15 acres 
you can do whatever you want to with the wheat, you can feed it, 
you can consume it, or do anything with it, but you are not required 
to pay a penalty if you do not achieve 15 acres in any spot. This 
bill provides that you can go up to 30 acres. You can consume it 
allonthe farm. You can feed it and keep it on the farm. 

Mr. Mitter. Yes. That would be a broader approach. 

Mr. Bevcuer. But you cannot sell any of it. With the 15 acres, 
you can sell. 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Mr. Bertcner. But with this you cannot sell any of it. It only 
gives a right to feed that up to 30 acres on the farm. I would like to 
ask a further question. Would you favor the removal of the 15-acre 
exemption, which spreads the wheat all over the United States? 

Mr. Miter. I do not think it is working. It operates against 
the wheat-producing area. 

Mr. Betcuer. I think it is working too well. I think it has had 
the effect of taking the wheat from my district and spreading the 
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acres all over the United States, which later becomes a wheat district. 
In addition to that, we would have a reduction in the production of 
wheat this year, if it was not for this wheat excess that has been 
raised in these other areas. 

Mr. Miuuer. I think that is what I meant to state. It is not work- 
ing, and in our wheat allotments there is no question that we have 
been cut down because of the 15-acre allotments all over the country 
where they never raised it before. 

Mr. Bevcyer. Every time you add 15 acres of wheat and sell it on 
the market, that creates an excess, and reduces the number of acres 
that can be raised by the farmers who have wheat acreages within 
the allotment, and you are penalizing the people who actually do 
comply. 

Mr. Mitier. That would be true of the 30 acres, too. 

Mr. Bencuer. As far as the 30 acres is concerned, that must all 
be fed. The 15 acres can be sold right in the regular commercial 
channels, and go to make flour or anything else. This must all be 
fed right on the farm. The only place where it would enter into 
the picture is that it might create more livestock. 

Mr. Miter. I would be satisfied with that position. 

Mr. Hux. May I inject myself into this discussion? You were 
not in the room when Mr. Berger testified ? 

Mr. Mitier. No; I was not. 

Mr. Hitt. On page 8, he covers your statement completely. One 
reason I have always been suspicious about this bill, on page 8—I 
want to read this: 

Based on the latest available statistics of the Department of Agriculture, the 
acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in each of these States during 
the last few years was as follows :— 

I will just read you some of these, Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, and 
Mississippi. 

In 1955 Mississippi had 18,300. In 1956 they had 18,000, in 1957 
they had 150,000. ‘That is what has happened to your 15 acres. If 
you make this 30, why some of these small States will be taking all 
the wheat acreage of eastern Colorado, the Panhandle, and Kansas. 
That is the question that I ask; is that true? 

Mr. Bevcuer. It will not put any more in commercial channels. 

Mr. Warts. I am assuming that most of that is cured by these peo- 
le growing the 15 acres and accumulating history and getting bases, 
Dut this very bill we have before us stops that practice. 

Mr. Hix. I think it is right here, the reason that this happened, 
cutting down the cotton acreage et cetera, and this land is put in 
wheat. 

Mr. Hitz. I am talking about a bill that takes care of that. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Berger answered the question. He told me that 
under the present law, that if you got out there and planted a lot of 
wheat up to the 15 acres, that even above it you could accumulate a 
history that would give you a base in the next year and subsequent 
years. 

My understanding of the provisions of this bill before us is that it 
will absolutely stop “that practice, that the bases be frozen where they 
are. And you cannot run into the situation where Mississippi and 
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those States you talk about keep continually increasing their wheat 
production unless it will be used on the farms. 

Mr. Auserr. I think this bill is the best for the commercial wheat 
farmers. It will protect them. 

Mr. Huu. I am using this to show Dr. Miller what happened. I 
might mention Louisiana, which is almost as bad. In 1955 it only 
had 17,000 acres of wheat; in 1956, 35,000 acres. And then in 1957, 
90,000, going up from 17,000 to 90,000. If I had a moment of time, 
I can show that in the beginning of our whole program both Michi- 
gan and Missouri doubled and ‘tripled their wheat acreage, just as 
soon as we began to set about a program for the wheat program. 

Mr. Mitier. I hope that legislation can be adopted that will not 
upset the acreage allocation of wheat in the wheat- growing areas. 
We must recognize that, in some of the areas where they raise small 
acreages of wheat, they ought not to be penalized and called into 
court for feeding and handling their own wheat on their own farms. 
I doubt if it should be sold. It is difficult to keep it in balance, but 
I do know that the present law as it is working mitigates against 
the wheat-growing areas of the country, and wheat , is raised now 
where it never was raised before. , Thank you very muc sh. 

Mr. Ausert. Thank you, Dr. Miller, for your testimony. 

The Chair has a letter from our colleague from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. Stauffer, and a statement from a former member of this commit- 
tee, Mr. Ostertag, as well as a statement from Mr. McGregor. Without 
objection, these statements will be inserted in the record and all 
members who are authors of the bills or otherwise interested in this 
legislation may insert their remarks at this point in the record. 

(The letter and statements referred to are as follows:) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 
Hon. Cart ALBERT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Wheat, 


House Committee on Agriculture, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR COLLEAGUE: I understand that H. R. 271, introduced by Representative 
Keating, of New York, has been referred to your subcommittee. 

One of the most frequent complaints I receive from the farmers in my district 
is that grains grown for consumption on the farm by poultry and livestock are 
subject to the acreage-control provisions in the agricultural act. I feel that they 
have a justifiable complaint, and that this situation should be corrected. 

Their poultry and livestock are not subject to price controls, and, since they 
feed their entire crop, they are not in a position to benefit from price controls 
applying to grains. 

I wish to express my approval of H. R. 271, and sincerely trust hearings can 
be held and the bill reported to the House. 

Very sincerely yours, 
S. WALTER STAUFFER, 
Wember of Congress. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Harotp C. OstTertTAG, OF New YorK 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you to re- 
State my conviction that farmers should not be penalized for raising wheat for 
seed and feed purposes on their own farms. 

As you are well aware, the Secretary of Agriculture and the President have 
both expressed similar views, and both have recommended that such wheat be 
exempted from liability under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. The 
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Senate has agreed with them several times, and approved legislation such as is 
contained in my bill, H. R. 852. But, thus far, we have never succeeded in 
getting favorable action in the House. 

As the law now stands, it penalizes enterprise and the spirit of independence. 
It penalizes the small farmer in order to swell the income of the big one. It 
flies in the face of all the principles and guidelines that have made our country 
great. 

It works a particular hardship on the poultry farmers in my section of the 
country. Most of them are trying diligently and even desperately to maintain 
an independent status, free of Government regulation and controls. In my 
judgment, they ought to be encouraged in that objective in every way. Cer- 
tainly, they should be permitted to raise the grain they need for feed, without 
being penalized for it. I am confident that it was not the intent of Congress to 
place any such restraints on initiative and enterprise, and I earnestly hope that 
this committee will take corrective steps by acting favorably on the legislation 
now before you. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. J. Harry McGReEGor, oF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the opportunity of appearing before your 
committee, the Agriculture Committee of the House of Representatives, relative 
to a bill I have introduced, H. R. 334, which is to further amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to exempt certain wheat producers from 
liability under the act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed on the 
farm, and for other purposes. 

First, may I say that I am not a farmer, and I hope I am not one who tries to 
make people believe I am an expert in this field and one who knows all the 
answers concerning the agriculture program. I am somewhat like one of our 
colleagues, Mr. Chairman, who appeared before the Public Works Committee, 
of which I am a member, a few weeks ago relative to a flood-control project. 
The witness asked permission of the chairman to read a prepared statement. 
It was granted, and for about 15 minutes we listened to a very fine explanation 
of his particular project. Then, without hestitating a moment after he had 
finished his prepared statement, he said, “Mr. Chairman, there is no use for you 
or any member of the committee to ask me any questions, because this morning 
I do not have my hearing aid and I could not hear a word you say.” I am not 
in that position, but I do admit I cannot answer technical questions and that 
my views are those of a layman. I want to join with you in this committee in 
helping to solve a very difficult, and, in my opinion, a very technical problem ; 
namely, the agriculture problem. Each year I make a tour of the seven counties 
in my district and hold meetings at the courthouses of the respective counties. 
I invite any and all to come in and give me their views. Last year great em- 
phasis was placed on the subject that the farmers were not allowed to grow 
crops on their farm which were essential and necessary for feed and seed. Mr. 
Chairman, in this great land of freedom, it seems to me that a farmer should be 
entitled to grow on his farm the crops which are necessary for feed and seed. 
As said above, I do not know of the technicalities involved but, certainly, the 
philosophy as set forth in this bill is the philosophy of all. 

Mr. Chairman, in the legislation, I specifically stated that the crop isn’t to be 
removed from such farm; that such entire crop is to be used for seed on such 
farm, or is fed on such farm to livestock, including poultry, owned by any such 
producer, or a subsequent owner, or operator of the farm. May I repeat, cer- 
tainly the requests made in this legislation, H. R. 334, simply gives to the 
farmer some of the freedoms that many of us have fought for. I recognize 
that my recommendation as contained in the bill possibly would be an experi- 
ment; however, I am sure we all agree that the farm program that we have had 
for many years would come under the same category and may I say, I don’t think 
the experiment is working out very well. 

This legislation, I think, will give some relief to our rotation farmer and to 
those who do not come under the category of the “big one-crop farmer.” I 
honestly believe that this will be of some assistance to the farmer who finds 
that the price of the product he raises is going down, or at least it is not com- 
parable with the increased costs of living or comparable with the costs of the 
products the farmers have to buy. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is one of the big problems and I hope you will 
agree with me that this little assistance given to the farm group will bring closer 
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together the prices the farmers receive and the prices they have to pay. I 
appreciate your consideration and knowing you all as I do, I am sure that this 
recommendation will be given every consideration. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ALVIN M. BENTLEY, OF MICHIGAN 


It is a pleasure to appear before you in support of H. R. 4361, which I intro- 
duced last February 5, and similar legislation. These bills would further amend 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to exempt certain wheat 
producers from liability under the act where all the wheat crop is fed or used 
for seed on the farm. Excess wheat would be exempted from marketing pen- 
alties if the entire crop is used for feed or seed on the farm where grown. The 
acreage producing such wheat would not be counted in determining any future 
marketing quota for the farm. 

This legislation was considered in hearings held by this committee 2 years 
ago. It passed the other body, I believe, on March 28, 1955. If my memory 
serves me well, it was never reported out of this committee but was offered 
unsuccessfully on the floor of the House as an amendment to another piece of 
legislation. 

I can add little to the statement I made during the 1955 hearings. This bill 
is supported by the administration and its passage was again requested by the 
President on page 20 of his budget message. I think the Department of Agri- 
culture’s letter to Chairman Cooley of March 4, 1955, ably sets forth the reasons 
for the administration’s position. The bills are also supported by the Ameri- 
ean Farm Bureau Federation with the proviso that wheat producers who would 
qualify under these provisions would be ineligible for price supports on any 
other crops during the year in which they may have exceeded their wheat 
acreage allotments. 

Obviously, I can only appear here to represent the farmers of my own district. 
With the committee’s permission, however, I would like to give the following 
results from my annual congressional questionnaire over the last 4 years so that 
the committee can observe the thinking of my own constituents: 

In 1954 I asked the question whether price supports should be kept at 90 
percent of parity. The vote was exactly 2 to 1 in favor of 90 percent. In 1955 
I asked the same question and this time opinion was equally divided between 
those replying. 

Beginning in 1956, I achieved occupational breakdowns of those persons 
answering my questionnaire. In that year, only 28 percent of my farmers voted 
for 90 percent of parity, 31 percent for flexible supports, and 35 percent for no 
supports. This year, 1957, only 20 percent voted for 90 percent of parity, 28 
percent for flexible supports, 37 percent for the soil-bank program, and 30 per- 
cent for no supports. In other words, among the three choices of high, rigid, or 
no supports, this is the second straight year that the largest number of my 
farmers have voted for no supports. 

It is because I feel that most of my farm constituents want to get the Gov- 
ernment out of farming altogether and because I feel that H. R. 4361 is a small, 
but important, step in that direction that I again ask for favorable action by 
this committee on my bill or similar legislation. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. RICHARD H. Porr, oF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Richard H. Poff, and I have the honor to represent 
the Sixth Congressional District of Virginia. 

On May 4, 1955, I introduced H. R. 6019, and on January 3, 1957, I introduced 
the same bill, H. R. 879, which is one of a number of bills of similar import 
now before the committee for consideration. I am not so much interested in 
the passage of the bill which bears my name as I am interested in the passage 
of legislation which will effectuate the principle involved. 

The farmers of the district which I represent are small farmers. Most of 
their farms are small in acreage but they are fertile, well managed, and pro- 
ductive. While most of the farms are diversified and self-contained units, much 
of our farm income is derived from the sale of beef, pork, poultry, and dairy 
products. 
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Insofar as possible, with limited acreage, our farmers try to raise their own 
feed supply. What they cannot raise, they are forced to buy at a price greatly 
inflated by the Government subsidy on grains produced in the West. 

Few, if any, of our small farmers raise enough wheat for sale on the open 
market, and still fewer raise enough to participate in the benefits of the price- 
support program. Indeed, farmers in the State of Virginia annually receive 
less than four-tenths of 1 percent of the wheat benefits under this program. 

Ordinarily, our farmers consume their entire wheat crop on the farm in the 
the form of feed and seed. In spite of this fact, and in spite of the fact that 
they receive no price-support benefits, they are nevertheless subjected to the 
requirements of acreage allotments and to the marketing penalties under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act. This strikes me as grossly unjust. 

The Congress has the power to restrict acreage and impose marketing penal- 
ties on agricultural production only by virtue of the interstate-commerce clause 
of the Constitution. The purpose of the act, as an essential corollary to the 
price-support program, is to regulate the production of grain which has an im- 
pact upon supply and price as affected by interstate commerce. While I realize 
that there are Supreme Court decisions which hold to the contrary, I have 
never been able to understand how the production of wheat which is consumed 
by the producer and never sold has any effect whatever upon or any relation 
to interstate commerce. How can it affect either interstate or intrastate com- 
merce when it never enters the channels of commerce or reaches the market 
place? 

If this legislation becomes law, as I earnestly trust it will, a little farmer who 
consumes all of his wheat crop in feed or seed will be able to harvest as much 
wheat as he chooses, without regard to allotments or penalties. For my own 
part, I interpret the legislation to include not only wheat for seed and feed 
for livestock, but also wheat for flour for human consumption on the farm. 

It is becoming more and more apparent to our little farmers that the price- 
support program is geared to the productive capacity of the big western farmer 
who tills thousands of acres of flatland with highly mechanized equipment and 
produces tremendous volumes of grain subsidized by the Government. When 
our little farmers buy this grain for feed and seed, they are, by paying these 
high subsidized prices, actually furnishing the “support” in the price-support 
program. Here, by the passage of this legislation, the Congress has an oppor- 
tunity in some small measure to rectify this inequity and relieve the small 
farmer of the restrictions and penalties of the program from which he gets no 
benefits. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you for the opportunity of presenting 
my views, and I most respectfully, but nonetheless vigorously, urge favorable 
consideration of this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Hat Hotmes, Fourtu District of WASHINGTON 


I appreciate the opportunity the committee is giving me to make a statement 
in behalf of my bill, H. R. 5128. It was introduced for the purpose of exempting 
wheat farmers who use all of their wheat on the farm from full penalty under 
the present act. 

Under the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, wheat 
farmers are allowed limited allotments in an effort to hold down surpluses. The 
farmer is, I believe, under this act as it now stands, penalized beyond logic. It 
is the purpose of this statement to point out that the act, while it may not 
have been the original intention, penalizes the farmer in his allotment, al- 
though he does not sell his wheat in the commercial market. or offer it to the 
yovernment. Some farmers use their grain to feed their stock, and for seed or 
other purposes. 

Since it is the purpose of the act to keep as much surplus wheat as possible 
from flooding the markets, I should think that a bill to amend the act to give 
the farmer who abides by this, credit for on-the-farm consumption, would be 
welcomed. These farmers that my bill would assist are farmers that use all 
their wheat on their farm, for seed and feed, and for other purposes. They 
do not offer their wheat on the open market in competition with the farmers 
whose grain is put into the commercial market. 


94743—57——5 
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I therefore ask that the committee favorably consider H. R. 5128, to relieve 
the farmer from the allotment restriction when his grain is consumed on his 
farm. 

Thank you for allowing me to present this statement. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING, OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to present my views on H. R. 271, and other bills to exempt wheat producers 
for liability where all the crop is used on the farm where it is produced. 

H. R. 271 would amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt 
wheat producers from any obligation under the act to pay the penalty on, 
deliver to the Secretary of Agriculture, or store the farm-marketing excess 
with respect to any wheat crop harvested in 1955 or subsequent years. This 
exemption would be subject to the conditions that (1) none of the wheat crop is 
removed from the farm; (2) that the entire crop is used on the farm for seed or 
feed; and (3) that the producers on their successors comply with all regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture for the purpose of insuring 
compliance with these conditions. 

The problem of the farmer who is penalized for using his own wheat for seed 
or to feed his livestock is one that has troubled a great many farmers in my 
section of the country. I have received numerous complaints from these farm- 
ers who have been forced to pay fines simply because they overstepped the 
limits set by the present law. 

It seems to me contrary to all we have been brought up to believe in, when a 
man in stopped from raising enough wheat merely for his own use, and if he 
raises above a certain amount, he is subjected to a fine by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

While I concede there may be merit in the principle of the wheat-marketing 
quota, it seems to me that here the idea is being carried to a harsh extreme. 
Wheat used exclusively on the small farms in my district does not enter any 
marketing channels. It follows, therefore, that it does not have any appreciable 
impact on the factors which govern the price paid for wheat to those farmers 
who produce it as a cash crop. As I understand the purpose of the act these 
bills propose to amend, it is to protect the wheat producers who make their 
livelihood from such production. I do not believe it was the original intent of 
Congress to make the market quota provisions so restrictvie as to tamper with 
the fundamental right of a man to raise enough to take care of his own needs. 

As I have indicated, the general principle of enforcing compliance of these 
minority groups of producers with a program determined by the majority, may 
very well be the only sound way of making the marketing quota system work. 
But surely, Congress should act to correct this law if it is needlessly regiment- 
ing operation of small farms which produce only for self-consumption. 

It has always seemed to me that a man’s right to use the product of his 
own property as he sees fit is a fundamental one in the American way of life. 
So long as he does not interfere with the rights of his neighbors or other prop- 
erty owners, and so long as he does not use the right in an improper manner, 
his rights should not be infringed. 

I am sure all of us want to see as little governmental interference with the 
operation of individual farms as possible. We want the maximum of freedom 
which is possible and still make the overall programs of the Agriculture De- 
partment work. 

By removing this unfair restriction on our smaller wheat producers who use 
the wheat for their own use, we will not only be cutting down Government inter- 
ference with their operations. We will be removing a roadblock in the way of 
efficient and equitable management of their own farms. By letting these farm- 
ers run their own show, we will be relying on the traditional American doctrine 
of giving every man an opportunity to help himself. 

Mr. Chairman, as to the specific form this legislation should take, I am. of 
course, perfectly willing to accept the recommendations of the Department of 
Agriculture. As I understand it, the Department’s suggestions go even further 
than my proposal and would (1) make exemptions retroactive to 1954 rather 
than 1955; (2) include wheat used for human consumption on the farm: (8) 
permit removal of wheat from the farm for certain specified purposes; and (4) 
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provide for a refund of penalties paid by a producer who obtains an exemption 
under the act. 


These broadening recommendationns are, of course, perfectly satisfactory to 


me and I would certainly hope they would be included in any bill reported by 
the committee. 


Whatever form the final bill may take, the general principle to be sought is 
clear. I think this law is all wrong when it says a man is a criminal if he 
raises too much wheat—even if it is for use only on his own farm. I think it is 
time we took this tyrannical law off the back of our smaller farmers. By re- 
porting favorably H. R. 271, or a similar measure, this committee can go a long 
way toward removing this inequity from our statute books. 

Mr. Axpertr. The Chair recognizes our distinguished colleague 
from this committee, Mr. Williams, who is the author of one of these 
bills, and we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM R. WILLIAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 34TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Witu1ams. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
in the interests of time, I might say that this little bill I have here 
is identical with a number that you have before you, such as Mrs. 
St. George’s bill, Dan Reed’s and others. 

I have long believed that the farmer growing wheat for his own 
use, feeding it on his farm, whether it be in flour, and consuming it 
himself, or consuming all of it on the farm, ought to have the privilege 
of growing as many acres as he wished for that purpose. I am not 
concerned, and I don’t believe that the people that I represent are, in 
New York State, with the soil-bank features or wheat history, on 
those farms. They merely wish the privilege of growing what wheat 
they want to consume on that farm. 

And this compromise bill that you gentlemen are giving consid- 
eration to in preference to the others, I think, is a step in the right 
direction. 

I am happy to go along with it, except with the quota of 30 acres, 
and I hope that you gentlemen might increase that a little. Up in 
our State we have a great many poultrymen that I believe would be 
interested in growing more than 30 acres for their own use. I am 
not interested in any part of a wheat program for farmers in New 
York State except for the wheat that they grow for their own pur- 
pose and consume on that farm. 

We are not interested in the soil bank provisions, or history for 
wheat on those farms, just the privilege of growing what we want to 
use ourselves. 

Mr. Atsert. What do you suggest would be the acreage that would 
satisfy the vast majority of little farmers in New York State? 

Mr. Wittt1aMs. Let me repeat again that I am very happy that you 
are giving consideration to the Anfuso bill, and increasing it to 30 
acres. I did hear you mention that 35 might be more agreeable. 

Mr. Avzerr. I asked the Department whether they had any figures. 

Mr. Wiix1aMs. I understand they have no limitation on their pro- 
posal at all. I have none on mine. But my compromise above 15 
acres Will be very acceptable to the poultrymen and dairymen in New 
York State. We are not interested in a milling operation or any- 
thing of that kind, or the soil bank, so far as it applies to wheat up 
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there. We would appreciate the privilege of growing more wheat 
and using it on the farm. 

Mr. Avserr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Thank you. 

Mr. Atzert. Mr. Henderson, do you have a statement to make? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. HENDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 15TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Henpverson. My name is John E. Henderson. I am the repre- 
sentative of the 15th District of Ohio. The majority of my com- 
ments will be directed toward a bill which I have introduced a couple 
of times, and which is identical, I believe, with the bills of Mr. Wil- 
liams and the bill of Mrs. St. George. My bill would exempt from 
controls all wheat that is raised for feed or seed, and consumed or 
used on the farm. 

I believe this legislation is needed because it would remove unneces- 
sary and undesirable Government interference in farm operation, 
particularly for small farmers who have been so beset by controls in 
the past. 

These farmers obtain a minimum of benefits from the controls which 
have tended to restrict their freedom to decide for themselves how 
they should manage their land. Wherever these controls can be lifted 
or eased without causing an imbalance in farm prices, we should strive 
to provide such legislation. 

ast year, when I appeared here to urge favorable consideration 
for this bill, I introduced into the record a letter which I received 
from Sec retary Benson, explaining the Department of Agriculture’s 
feeling in the matter. The Department has endorsed the purposes 
of this legislation. The President has also discussed the need for 
this amendment in his various messages to Congress. 

It is my understanding that the Department’s attitude has not 
changed much. I would like to point out to the committee that the 
small farmers in souheastern Ohio have expressed themselves in favor 
of such legislation. 

I conducted a poll in 1956 in which 80 percent of the people respond- 
ing favored the enactment of this legislation. I am convinced that 
southeastern Ohio farmers are not alone in their feelings on this 
matter. Rather, I believe the results of this poll are representative 
of the opinion and attitude of the small general farmers throughout 
the country. As things stand now, producers of wheat for feed must 
curtail their operations in the same manner as those who produce 
crops for the market. They are subjected to the same penalties as 
those who violate the quotas and extend their acreage production for 
the market. 

The significant difference lies in the fact that farmers growing 
wheat for feed and seed do not dump their crop on the market and 
are not asking for or receiving Government checks in the price-sup- 
port program. This production is not the cause for dineachane mar- 
ket prices. This is the only feed crop where the production is so 
strictly regimented. Corn and other feed grains are not regulated in 
this way. 
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For this reason, it seems most improper to me to continue to single 
out wheat producers for such unfair treatment. I realize, Mr. Chair- 
man, that this legislation has created adverse feelings in the minds 
of many large producers, and one would be apt to say that large 
producers oppose the amendment, that it would harm the price ba > 
ance of wheat in the market place. I do not believe that would hap- 
pen. I do not believe that such consideration should be permitted to 
defeat sound legislation. 

Nevertheless, if the subcommittee shares the sentiment that even 
the slight unfetteriny of the American farmers recommended in my 
bill might tend to embark upon a feeding program detrimental to 
the general agricultural economy, then I would recommend that the 
subcommittee adopt a policy which might appear in the nature of a 
compromise. Such a compromise would give relief to a great many 
honest-minded small farmers by raising the acreage restrictions over 
those which now prevail. 

Therefore, 1 do wholeheartedly support the bill which Mr. Anfuso 
has introduced, and which is being presently considered by this sub- 
committee. I believe it is a step in the right direction. At a later 
date, a second and further step might be taken which would result in 
a complete unfettering from controls of those who raise for feed and 
seed purposes wheat on their own property. Thank you. 

Mr. Avsert. Wethank you. Are there any questions? 

If not, the committee appreciates your very fine statement. 

Are there any other Members of Congress present? Are there any 
Members of Congress, Mrs. Downey, who have indicated that they 
want to be heard, who are not here this morning? 

Mrs. Downey (the clerk). We have several who said they would 
file statements for the record. You have taken care of them. 

Mr. Apert. There are no others who have said that they wanted 
to come here in person. 

Mrs. Downey (the clerk). No. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Wharton said he was interested in this, and asked 
if it would be possible that he could come over or send in a statement. 

Mr. Apert. Without objection his statement will be placed in the 
record. 

The committee will be glad to hear Mr. Baker of the National 
Farmers Union at this time. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, it is always a privilege to appear before 
this committee, and subcommittees of this committee. For the rec- 
ord, I am John A. Baker, coordinator of legislative services, National 
Farmers Union. 

We appear in support of H. R. 6784. 

As members of the committee know, Farmers Union strongly sup- 
ports the principle of effective and workable marketing quotas. 
Marketing quotas or similar devices are essential if farmers are to 
have anything approaching an equality of bargaining power in the 
market. 





34 WHEAT FED OR USED FOR SEED OR FOOD 


Marketing quotas for wheat or other commodities are effective be- 
cause they enable farmers to keep total market supplies in reasonable 
balance with domestic and export demand at farm prices and income 
fair to farmers and consistent with other national welfare objectives. 

In the absence of adequate marketing quotas or similar program, 
wheat price or income protection is unworkable or too costly for the 
national interest or both. If neither marketing quotas nor a support 
program are in effect, wheat must be produced and sold in competi- 
tion with corn at the feed price. 

At any point on the scale above the feed price, a few additional 
bushels of wheat will tumble the price of wheat to the feed level. 

Wheat, you might say, has a very high inelasticity of price. More 
wheat brings the farmer consistently less total income than less wheat 
will. 

Therefore, maintenance of an effective and workable wheat mar- 
keting quota program or similar device is absolutely essential to the 
economic future of the wheat farmer. 

To be workable and effective the program must maintain an ef- 
fective control on the total market supply of wheat. Proposals to 
exempt various quantities of wheat from the control mechanism un- 
der various circumstances would, if adopted, result either (1) in 
weakening the program to the extent that total market supply is in- 
creased or demand is decreased thereby; or (2) on requiring that 
additional reductions be made in the marketing quotas of producers 
not covered by the proposed exemptions. 

The proposals before your committee would reduce to some extent 
the total demand for wheat and other grains by allowing certain 
wheat producers to produce more wheat for their own use than is 
Slowed by existin os Using their own increased production of 
wheat, such favored producers would thus be in the market to buy less 
wheat or other grain produced by farmers who produce and sell com- 
mercially. 

Moreover, under existing law allowing certain wheat producers to 
increase their acreage of wheat from year to year results in a trans- 
fer of wheat marketing quota bases from farms still subject to quotas 
to those who would become exempt. 

These results obviously would be a hardship to the major commer- 
cial producers. Such producers would obviously consider such ac- 
tion as unfair treatment and a serious weakening of their wheat pro- 
yram. 

However, the long-range continuation of the wheat quota program 
is not only vital to commercial wheat producers but also dependent 
upon widespread support of people and farmers generally, including 
noncommercial producers of wheat. 

Noncommercial wheat producers, whose own commercial sales of 
other commodities may not be protected from administered-price mar- 
ket forces, do not feel that the law should force them to go into the mar- 
ket to buy grain, including wheat, that they are voluntarily willing 
to produce for their own use. 

To allow noncommercial wheat producers to increase the produc- 
tion of wheat for their own use is to reduce to some extent the com- 
mercial demand for wheat and other grain. But not to do so is to con- 
tinue in force a requirement on noncommercial producers that, in the 
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absence of a complete well-rounded farm income protection program 
for all farm commodities, is unfair to noncommercial wheat pro- 
ducers who use what they produce for their own feed needs to produce 
commodities to be sold in an unprotected market. 

Commercial wheat farmers have no desire to maintain a program 
that works an unfair hardship on other farmers. Moreover, they 
also understand that no program can be maintained legislatively 
through the years if it works unnecessary and misunderstood hard- 
ships on a large number of participants. For this reason we believe 
that changes are needed in the existing wheat marketing quota law. 

However, these changes must be carefully considered so that they 
will largely remove the major irritations and hardships to noncom- 
mercial wheat producers without adding unduly and unnecessarily 
to the problems of commercial wheat producers. 

In no event should the nature of such revised legislation be such 
that it would allow the basic wheat marketing program to be seri- 
ously and gravely weakened. Nor should the amendatory legisla- 
tion be such that it could be interpreted as a negation of the 
marketing quota principle. 

In our opinion, H. R. 6784 is a bill which delicately balances these 
various interests in wheat marketing quota legislation. The special 
provisions that Mr. Anfuso has worked out through consultation with 
representatives of both commercial and noncommercial wheat pro- 
ducers appear to us to provide (1) appropriate and needed adjust- 
ments required to meet the special problems of noncommercial wheat 
farmers; (2) but still protects the essential integrity and effective- 
ness of the wheat marketing quota program in its general applica- 
tion. 

I would like to commend the chairman, Mr. Albert, and Mr. Heim- 
burger, the committee counsel, and other members of the committee, 
who have worked so diligently and sincerely over the past weeks and 
months in working out this very delicately balanced bill, that Mr. 
Anfuso has introduced. A problem of this kind just does not pop 
up unannounced on a blank sheet of paper. It takes work, and we 
appreciate the work that you gentlemen have given to the drafting a 
bill which we think does reconcile these various interests in the 
proposal. 

Section 1 of H. R. 6784 prevents the use of this special authority 
for a large-scale feeding operation by restricting the exempted acres 
to 30 per farm. For example, it would exempt Safeway Stores in 
Colorado or in Ohio from being up 20 or 30,000 acres of land to 
— wheat for cattle feeding operations. It would, on the other 
1and, protect and make it possible for the small family farmer in 
poultry or eggs, or dairy or beef or hogs, to grow wheat for his own 
feed use. 

Mr. Atsert. And with this limitation ? 

Mr. Baxer. A limitation is absolutely necessary. 

Mr. Arpert. I think so, too. 

Mr. Baxer. Nor does the bill eliminate the 15-acre minimum in 
existing law as has been suggested by some. ‘We hope you ‘will not 
eliminate that 15-acre minmum. This section, and section. 2, also, 
provides that acreage exempted from operation of the quota pro- 
gram shall not be used to build up the historical base’ for future 
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quotas. This closes an unfair loophole that would otherwise be 
opened up, by even the 30-acre provision of the proposed bill, if it 
were not closed in the latter part of section I and in section II. 

Fundamentally we are opposed to requirements that so-called com- 
mercial corn and wheat acres be called upon to carry the entire bur- 
den of needed market supply adjustments. This is aeenr true 
with reference to corn, but we see unless we stop the trend now build- 
ing toward the same monstrosity, in the case of the wheat program. 
While H. R. 6784 does not go as far as we would like in reducing 
the size of the noncommercial wheat area, section 3 of the bill is, in 
our opinion, a step in the right direction. It is, also, a needed pre- 
causion for commercial areas against the expansion of the loophole 
created by exemption of certain wheat production from operation of 

uotas. 
' Mr. Chairman, in net we believe that adoption of H. R. 6784 will 
strengthen rather than weaken the wheat marketing quota law. 
Therefore, we urge your favorable consideration. We appreciate 
being invited to give you our views on this proposal. 

Mr. Apert. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Baxer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arpsert. Are there any questions? I think your statement 
covers the bill very well. 

Mr. Hitz. I want to ask John one question. Does your organi- 
zation favor a section in this bill that would be retroactive, and some- 
how or in some way work out a wheat retroactive program that would 
take away the fines that have already been levied on overplanting of 
wheat for consumption on their own farm ? 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Hill, from the standpoint of those, let us say, un- 
fairly injured, sympathetically, I wish it were possible to do it. On 
the other hand, the statement that the Department witness made here 
today about the administrative difficulty of it, and I believe Mr. 
Albert and Mr. Watts pointed out, the otherwise unfairness of it 
with respect to a producer who did go on at great hardship to him- 
self and complied, I think that it is best not to make this retroactive. 

Committee counsel raised this question with me earlier, and I have 
tried to think about it from all angles in the meantime, and it just 
seems to me it is like a lot of the considerations of a lot of retro- 
active changes in law, ordinances and various other things, from the 
standpoint of the injured person it would seem to be a humanitarian 
thing, and a fair and kind thing to do, but on the other hand, you 
are unfair to those who went by the law and regulation as they were 
in force at that time. 

Mr. Hitt. We would not be unfair to them if the Congress reim- 
bursed them. Suppose a Supreme Court decision comes along some 
day and knocks the whole thing into a cocked hat, that you cannot 
fine a man for feeding his own crop on his own farm. Some smart 
lawyer will get into that. The Supreme Court questioned the right 
of a congressional committee. Iam not a lawyer—who would imagine 
that the Supreme Court would make such a statement. I just point 
that out as an illustration. 

Mr. Baker. Earlier this morning it was stated the same Court has 
already ruled on the constitutionality of this. That was my under- 
standing from such earlier testimony. 
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Mr. Atserr. Yes, that is in the record. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. So that point is clear. 

Mr. Avserr. If you start this thing, we are going to have to go 
back and compensate every person in the tobacco program who has 
ever been fined, and there have been thousands of them. 

Mr. Hiix. You are not going to use all of that. 

Mr. Avsert. We have to. 

Mr. Hitxi. We are just talking about use on the farm. There is the 
point. I am not sure that the Supreme Court ruled on the thing that 
I am talking about. I am not talking about the Agricultural Depart- 
ment regulations, but I am talking about the point that a man grew 
a crop and wanted to feed it to livestock on his own farm. 

Mr. Baker. The Department testified twice, that is on that point 
that you just mentioned, that it has been considered by the Supreme 
Court, and has been held to be constitutional. That was my under- 
standing of what the gentleman said. 

Mr. Apert. Here is what was said, I will read it to you: 

Under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, wheat producers 
Subjected to marketing quotas who harvest wheat in excess of their acreage 
allotment, are subject to a marketing penalty on their farm marketing excess 
(unless they avoid or postpone the penalty by delivering to the Secretary) 
whether they sell their wheat on the market or whether they feed it on their 
farms. The law is clear on this point, and its constitutionality was upheld in 
Wickard v. Filburn (817 U. 8.111). 

That is the law. 

Without objection, the committee will stand in recess until to- 
morrow at 10 o’elck, at which time we will hear other farm organiza- 
tions and others who might desire to be heard. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. the above hearing was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m., June 20, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 20, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON WHEAT OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. Carl Albert (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Albert, Jones, Watts, Bass, Jennings, 
Hill, Belcher, and Smith. 

Also present: John Heimburger, counsel. 

Mr. Arserr. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair will be pleased to have you present your constituents, 


Mr. McGregor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 17TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am most happy to have two of my constituents here this morning, and 
1 can vouch for their honesty as farmers of that area, and I present 
them to the committee for them to give their statement. 

First, Mr. Woods. 

Mr. Apert. Mr. Woods, will you come forward, please, and oc- 
cupy the witness chair. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, I also would like to intro- 
duce after Mr. Woods, Mr. 'Tidswell. I will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Axpserr. Is he from the Associated Farmers, Richland County, 
of North Fairfield, Ohio ¢ 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Auserr. We will be pleased to hear from you now, Mr. Woods. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G. WOODS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERA- 
TION OF INDEPENDENT FARM ORGANIZATIONS, MANSFIELD, 
OHIO 


Mr. Woops. I would like to preface my remarks by pointing out 
my statement to your committee is based on bills H. R. 6784, 2846, 
and 334, simply because they were the only bills we happened to have 
available at the time the statement was prepared. 

We of the National Federation of Independent Farm Organiza- 
tions appreciate very much your invitation affording us this oppor- 
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tunity to express, in behalf of our membership, our viewpoint con- 
cerning these bills pending which would amend the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended, to permit producers of wheat for 
feed and seed to be exempt from certain restrictions of the act, pro- 
vided such producers comply with various prescribed conditions 
and/or unknown regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Whereas these bills would appear, at first glance, to be highly com- 
mendable for their stated objective which would relieve at least a lim- 
ited number of farmers growing wheat from the oppressive un- 
American regimentation of the Agricultura] Adjustment Act—which 
act, as per formal resolution attached hereto, we maintain should be 
repealed in toto for a return to the once great American system of 
free enterprise and the fundamental law of supply and demand— 
nevertheless, upon careful examination, it also appears these proposed 
bills contain as now written certain very dangerous provisions which, 
if left unchanged, would nullify the worthwhile objectives of the bills. 
For all practical purposes these bills seem identical in that respect. 

We cite line 6 in bills H. R. 6784, H. R. 2846, and H. R. 334, for 
example, which state as a premise for amending the act: 

(f) The Secretary, upon application made pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, shall exempt— 
and so forth. Obviously this is a very vague yet comprehensive dele- 
gation of congressional authority which, as has occurred up to this 
time, would result in the issuance of a great number of confusing 
restrictive regulations. Such regulations would tend to nullify both 
the apparent grant of freedom to certain farmers of America, and 
also any possible savings to the Department of Agriculture in the 
policing and prosecution of these farmers. Furthermore, most of 
our members, who have signed pledges not to accept socialistic sub- 
sidies and controls, would never make such application for permission 
of the Secretary to procure a right to operate their own farms on their 
own responsibility heretofore guaranteed or protected by the United 
States Constitution. To correct this blanket grant of perilous powers, 
we, therefore, urge you to delete certain words from line 6 of these bills 
to make the sentence read as follows: “(f) The Secretary shall 
exempt,” and so forth. 

On the top of page 2, following line 2 of these bills, certain limiting 
“conditions” for exemption are set forth which should also be corrected 
or deleted in our opinion being dangerously restrictive and unneces- 
sary for the enor and more effective accomplishment of their 
purpose. For example, in H. R. 6784, lines 3-7 (p. 2) should be 
deleted, for if the purpose of the bill is justifiable on private farms 
planting less than 30 acres, it is likewise justifiable in application to 
farms of 40 or 50 acres or more whether public or private, for the 
principle remains the same. Condition (2) of this bill (lines 8-10, p. 
2) is much better than condition (1) (lines 3-4, p. 2) of the other two 
bills, since most small farms do not have the necessary grinding and 
costly feed mixing equipment and are obliged to haul their various 
grains to local mills for that purpose. For similar reasons we consider 
condition (3) (lines 11-14, p. 2) of H. R. 6784 much superior to con- 
dition (2) (lines 5-8, p. 2) of the other 2 bills since it permits a farmer 
to use the wheat on his farm for human consumption which is not 
mentioned in the other 2 bills, which wheat, of course, must be proc- 
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essed for flour at a nearby mill (as permitted to be transported for 
processing in condition (2) of this bill). 

Note that condition (4) of H. R. 6784 and the 4 lines following 
(lines 15-22, p. 2) seem identical with condition (3) and subsequent 
4 lines of both IL R. 334 and H. R. 2846. This condition and the 
following 4 lines again delegate to the Secretary and his many agency 
statis unnecessary “and unreasonable blanket grants of congressional 
power, and we have found by bitter experience in the courts such 
regulations granted in this manner to the Secretary are very loosely 
construed as law even though often discriminatory, unjust, and un- 
constitutional. We wish to point out and emphasize such authority 
and control is wholly unnecessary in the case of farmers producing 
wheat for food, feed, and seed, since the ASC oflices already have 
authority to withhold wheat marketing cards from producers who 
overplant their wheat acreage allotments, and it is virtually impossible 
for such producers to sell their wheat as both the seller and buyer are 
subject to heavy fines under existing laws when a marketing card is 
not presented. If it is your opinion ‘the existing laws should be clari- 
fied in defining this exemption, then of course a brief condition should 
be added specifying that wheat marketing cards shall be withheld from 
any such exempted producer of wheat who plants in excess of his 
allotment. 

In the event of the death or change of farming program of such 
an exempt farmer, a provision should be inserted in this legislation 
which will permit the reclassified farm or farmer to hold the wheat in 
storage without penalty to be used only for future feed, seed, or home 
consumption. 

We presume it has been emphasized by the Department of Agricul- 
ture that, among the desirable objectives of this legislation, is the 
factor these bills would tend to promote the increased feeding of 
wheat in poultry and livestock rations, as more and more farmers 
would desire to become exempted from the present severe wheat quota 
allotment system—and as a consequence, more wheat would be kept 
on farms out of commercial markets, thus decreasing surpluses. 

It should be further noted we believe that if the purpose of these 
bills is good in principle today—and we do consider it so—then it is 
also a sound principle to apply to the past, hence it would be mani- 
festly unjust if an additional provision were not inserted in such a 
bill to be passed by Congress requiring the Department of Agricul- 
ture to refund all penalties paid heretofore by farmers of this exempt 
classification. This could easily be done by only requiring such farm- 
ers to present an affidavit or copy of the court records showing the 
disposition of the penalty crop. 

Here in the purpose of these bills, if they are corrected as we have 
suggested, you are given the great opportunity to afford some relief 
from oppressive regimentation to at least some farmers, and thus re- 
store their constitutional rights in some degree. In the court’s loose 
interpretation of the constitutional provision for control of interstate 
commerce affecting control of those producers who do not even sell or 
ship wheat, we see Marxian-type class legislation and grave peril to 
our constitutional form of Government. 

It is class legislation in that it takes property from one class, for 
xample for the raisers of poultry who produce their own wheat for 
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feed, and gives it to another class, the big growers of wheat. Yet our 
Federal courts “pass the buck” constantly, which you recognize as an 
old maneuver in such highly charged political legislation, as did 
United States District Court Judge Frank L. Kloeb of Toledo, Ohio, 
who was quoted recently in the Toledo papers as saying: 


These hearings (on wheat penalties) are preposterous. I will begin handing 
out stiff sentences. 


And finally adding: 


I refuse absolutely to go into the question of constitutionality. 


But the legislator says, “pass the law and let the courts dec ide its 
constitutionality.” In the famous Wickard v. Filburn case Justice 
Jackson stated : 

The conflicts of economic interest between the regulated and those who ad- 
vantage by it, are wisely left under our system to resolution by the Congress, 
* * * And with the wisdom, workability, or fairness of the plan of regulation 
(Agriculture Adjustment Act), we have nothing to do. 

Gentlemen, you can surely see this is 20th century legalism for 
Pilate’s old hand-watching act. If the courts thus decline to exercise 
their balance of power, who will defend our rights, our Constitution ? 
We believe you can perceive the responsibility for removing such 
dangerous and ineffective legislative controls, of restoring our free- 
dom, have been placed back in your laps. 

If you do not act now to curb these abuses of judicial and adminis- 
trative power by clarifying, restricting, or withholding such legis- 
lative grants, then soon it would appear not beyond the realm of 
imagination that the Federal Government may control, under threat 
of fine or imprisonment, all Americans who grow vegetables in their 
gardens, and every housewife who bakes her own bread or biscuits— 
on the grounds this affects interstate commerce in such products. 
Then who will dispute the fact our freedom and our country has been 
lost in a final Armageddon to the insidious forces of slavery under 
socialism or communism? Oras Emerson once said: 


For what avail the plow, or sail, 
Or land, or life, if freedom fail. 


RESOLUTION ON AGRICULTURE 


Whereas the Government of the United States under the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1988 (as amended) has accumulated alleged surpluses of vari- 
ous farm commodities in attempting to control the unalterable laws of supply 
and demand for reasons of political expediency, resulting in a constantly in- 
creasing number of restrictions to subsidize and control farm operations; and 

Whereas many of the regulations in said act were originally conceived and 
written by men in the Department of Agriculture now known to have been under 
Communist influence as revealed in congressional committee investigations, and 
whose sole objective was the complete regimentation of agriculture as advocated 
by Karl Marx; and 

Whereas the socialization of one great segment of the American people 
through the establishment of dangerous legal precedents and the bypassing of 
constitutional safeguards may well establish the pattern for complete socializa- 
tion of the remainder of our people as advocated in the Communist manifest; 
and 

Whereas the system of referendum voting provided for in said act as a sup- 
posed safeguard permitting farmers to reject compulsory stipulations in the 
act is confusing, unjust, unsound and undemocratic resulting in a very small 
minority subverting the wishes of the majority of farmers; and 
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Whereas the Department of Agriculture publicly makes no clear distinction 
between what constitutes adequate reserves of various commodities for national 
emergencies, and what constitutes true surplus in excess of such reserves; and 

Whereas various regulations and interpretations issued by the Department 
of Agriculture under authority of said act violate the Constitution of the United 
States, specifically, Bill of Rights—Article IV: That Persons and House To Be 
Secure from Unreasonable Searches and Seizures; Article V: Citizens are En- 
titled to Trials for Crime and Just Compensation for Private Property Taken 
for Public Use; Article VII: Right of Trial by Jury; and Article X: That 
Powers Not Delegated to the Government Are Reserved to States and People, 

respectively ; and 

Whereas all the forementioned violations of the Constitution have been incor- 
porated into the Soil Bank Act and the contracts authorized thereunder, whereby 
farmers in return for a lucrative bribe or subsidy relinquish their rights under 
the Constitution : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Federation of Independent Farm Organizations, 
direct the full force of its efforts toward repeal of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 19838 (as amended) and the Soil Bank Act, and also toward opposing in 
any legal manner the implementation of the above acts in order that the Ameri- 
can farmer may regain his birthright of freedom. 

Mr. Atgertr. We thank you, Mr. Woods, for your position on this 
matter. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee? If not 
the committee appreciates having your statmeent. The committee 
will now be pleased to hear Mr. Valoris Tidswell, office of the Asso- 
ciated Farmers of Richland County, Ohio. 

Is Mr. Louis Basom here ? 

Mr. Tinsweti. He has not arrived yet. He may be here before 
this is over. 

Mr. Apert. The committee will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF VALORIS TIDSWELL, ASSOCIATED FARMERS, 
RICHLAND COUNTY, NORTH FAIRFIELD, OHIO 


Mr. Tinswecxi. Chairman Albert, and honorable members of the 
Subcommittee on Wheat, we appreciate your invitation to express on 
behalf of our members, the Associated Farmers of Richland County, 
their views on the above-listed bills. These bills would appear to give 
the farmer some relief from the unjust Agricultural Adjustment “Act 
in its present form. However, we realize from past experience the 
dangers involved in granting the Secretary of Agriculture such wide 
discretionary powers rand the improper use of many such regulations 
now prescribed by the Secretary and their application in the field. I 
would like to cite a few of these irregularities for the purpose of 
proving your good intentions are not always conve syed to the working 
field. 

For example: Regulation 9475, published in the Federal Register 
of December 17, 1955, defines a “farm” as all adjacent or nearby farm 
or range land under the same ownership which is operated by one 
person; including also: 

(1) Any other adjacent or nearby farm or range land which the county com- 
mittee determines is operated by the same person as a part of the same unit in 
producing range livestock, or with respect to the rotation of crops and with 
workstock, farm machinery, and labor, substantially separate from that for any 
other land; and 

(2) Any field rented tract (whether operated by the same or another person) 
which, together, with any other land included in the farm, constitutes a unit 
with respect to the rotation of crops. 
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The above quoted regulation is interpreted by the local county 
committee in a manner which shows favoritism to some, hardship to 
others, or just plain unequal rights of the American taxpayer. We 
have many cases where a farmer has two or more farms which were 
operated by the same person, same machinery and were practically 
adjoining which have produced penalty wheat for the year of 1955-56, 
and have presently ready for harvest penalty wheat. Mr. Lee Gordon, 
RD 1, North Fairfield, Ohio, and Mr, Charles Stevens, RD Greenwich, 
Ohio, are two such cases where they were permitted by local committee 
to operate in this manner without being sued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture or their farms being rec -onstituted, while others which had 
identical operations have been cited in Federal court and judgment 
placed on them. This does not, in our minds, seem to be in accord with 
our Constitution giving us all ‘equal rights. 

Mr. D. T. Herriman, Ohio State administrative officer, clearly stated 
the records contained at the local offices in Ohio pertaining to indi- 
vidual farm allotments were not open to public inspection. Thus 
closing the door to secrecy which places a Communist-type veil of 
secrecy over their operation. 

As another irregularity in the prescribed procedure it has been 
permitted a candidate for election as committeeman to sit on the tabu- 
lation board which procedure seems most unethical and improper, and 
another abuse of granting such wide and dangerous powers to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

In section Ill, A-1-B-7 and 9, it is clearly indicated that eligibility 
of each voter must be ascertained. However, at no time was the county 
office manager consulted on the eligibility of any voters during the 
count by the tabulation board, as indeed eligibility was impossible 
to determine since identifying envelopes were improperly removed. 

In conclusion, we feel bill H. R. 6784 is a step in hes neht direction 
to restore some freedom to the small farmer. However, we feel the 
scope could be enlarged and made retroactive to include all such 
presently pending penalty cases. And we would like to impress on 
you who are members of this committee that your most serious thought 
be given to bills of this nature which may in practice slowly but surely 
place the American farmer under complete dictation taking away all 
freedom of operation placing us under communistic controls, destroy 
private initiative, eliminate completely the most sound method of 
supply and demand and remove from the United States the small 
family farm which was the idol of the American way of life. 

Mr. Avserr. We thank you, Mr. Tidswell. Can you give us the 
name of the county where the incidents referred to on the top of page 
2 took place? 

Mr. Tipswett. The incidents referred to on the top of page 2 of 
my statement took place in Richland County. 

Mr. Arsert. When; what year? 

Mr. Tipswetu. In 1956. 

Mr. Avsert. Thank you. 

Mr. Hix. Have they removed him, or is he still functioning? 

Mr. Avsert. Are the personnel still holding office? 

Mr. Tipswetu. Yes. 

Mr. Huu. They hold office by right of election by the local com- 
mitteemen ? 

Mr. Tipswetu. Yes. 
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Mr. Hitt, So you are right back to the grassroots, and all you have 
to do is to throw them out. 

Mr. Smirn. Are you a farmer? 

Mr. Tipswe tt. I am. 

Mr. Smirn. You have county commissioners; when they do not 
take care of the roads, you get rid of them. That is the answer. 

Mr. Hi. I would like to. say this for the record, that any time the 
local committee is not functioning properly, it is the duty of the 
folks who are working under the program to throw them out of the 
window, and I would make it the second story window, if I had my 
say about it. 

I know of some places in my county where we have had trouble, 
and where, when the local farmers have paid attention they have 
cleaned up some conditions that I know are not too good yet. Iam 
of the opinion, if you want a good local county cmmittee, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture cannot give them to you, the administration 
forces cannot give them to you, ~and the C ongress cannot give them to 
you. You have to hunt them out yourself and get new members, 
until you get a group of members that will operate the way you think 
this law ought to be enforced. 

Mr. Tipsw ELL. I would like to elaborate a little bit on that. The 
procedure in which your county committee is elected goes back to 
your township committee. In the type of election that the ASC 
holds, they send out to the farmers a list that has already been made 
up in the ASC office. 

The regulations state that there shall be sufficient space provided 
on this list for writeins. We have lists made out where there was not 
sufficient space for writeins, thus closing the door to any writeins or 
to elect. to the place somebody on the township committee of the sort 
of people that live in that community. 

Mr. Auserr. Were there enough votes involved in this to make a 
difference in the outcome of the election, or was the election one 
sided. 

Mr. Tipswe.u. We considered that the election was one-sided, be- 
cause there was not enough votes in the election for the number of 
prescribed votes to hold a legal election. There has to be a certain 
percentage of the qualified voters to vote in that election before that 
is legal. There was not that number that voted. 

Mr. Aupertr. Any further questions? If not, we thank you very 
much, Mr. Tidswell. 


Congressman Mumma, do you want to present. your constituent? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER M. MUMMA, A REPRESENTATIVE 


IN CONGRESS FROM THE 16TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Mumma. I am from the sticks of Pennsylvania, and Miss 
Mumma is of one of my constituents, and she will describe her farm- 
ing situation. 

She has taken her case—maybe you have heard—to the Supreme 
Court twice, and it was tried in the local courts, and she has not 
gained much progress on the final determination. She does not. be- 
lieve she ought to give up, and she represents hundreds of the family- 
type farms in my district. 
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And they would just like to feed a little grain for their own stock 
on their own farms, and she will describe it. 

Mr. Ausert. We are pleased to have you present, Miss Mumma, 
and also to have you as a witness, and we will be glad to hear from 
you now. 


STATEMENT OF MISS ELSIE MUMMA, HUMMELSTOWN, PA. 


Miss Mumma. I live in Hummelstown, Pa., on the Mumma farm, 
and our homestead house in which I live was built over 200 years ago. 
Today, our house stands on the Main Street in Hummelstown, and 
the 70 acres which I farm is right behind the house. This farm has 
been owned by members of my family ever since the grant was made 
by William Penn as proprietor of Pennsylvania. We have made our 
living by farming this farm, among other lands, ever since it was 
deeded to our family by the Penns. 

When I was younger I was in the insurance business (I would like 
to add there I was the first woman to write a million dollars’ worth 
of life insurance in 1 year), but for the last 15 years I have been back 
home attempting to make my living by farming as my family did be- 
fore me all those years. 

Until 15 or 20 years ago, nobody attempted to tell us how we could 
farm this farm. We always farmed it according to the will of God— 
we prayed before we planted it, and we prayed after we harvested it. 
We practice the system of crop rotation, which my ancestors brought 
over with them from Germany. Crop rotation is also in the Bible. I 
think the fertility of the farms in the Pennsylvania Dutch area is due 
to this practice of crop rotation and prayer. 

Under the present regulations, we get penalized if we attempt to 
follow the farming practices of our ancestors on the family farms of 
Pennsylvania as they were practiced ever since they were settled. I 
rotate my crops. It so happens that it is not always convenient to 
plant less than 15 acres like the Government says we must do if we 
are not to pay a penalty. 

The grain I raise on my farm I usually feed to my cattle, unless I 
need some quick money in an emergency and I must sell the grain 
to survive. Under these present rules, I have to upset my crop- 
rotation practices and buy my grain from the West, at high prices. 
These laws, if continued, will tend to drive the family farmers off the 
farms of Pennsylvania and so destroy the fertility of our soil. 

As you probably know, the Government sued me for $403.20, be- 
cause they said I planted. 24 acres of wheat in 1954, rather than 15 
acres. Actually, I didn’t plant 24 acres of wheat, but that’s not im- 
portant because, even if I did, I don’t think the laws are right or con- 
stitutional. As you know, under the Department of Agriculture 
regulations it’s almost impossible for a farmer to disprove the Gov- 
ernment’s claim as to how much wheat a farmer actually planted. 
Under these regulations the Government may enter upon a farm with- 
out a warrant, contrary, in my opinion, to the fourth amendment 
to the Constitution. 

Secondly, the Government tells you how much wheat you planted 
by making an estimate (as they did in my case), by looking at your 
fields at the side of the road. We don’t think this is the kind of proof 
which is adequate where the Government is taking money away from 
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the farmers for farming their farm under the crop-rotation system, 
and according to the laws of God. 

Frankly, I think that all of these wheat-quota laws and allotments 
of price support should be abolished as having proved a failure. 

I know that the advocates of these programs say that that’s the 
only way in which they can do away with the wheat surplus, but I 
know that around my area that dozens of farmers only raise wheat 
in order to sell it to the Government for cash at high support prices, 
and if you do away with this artificial price support then the little 
farmers like me, who raise wheat for crop rotation or for stock feed, 
wouldn't be penalized, and there wouldn’t be any surplus wheat on 
the market either. 

Now I know that probably you gentlemen haven’t learned your 
lesson yet, and you probably aren’t smart enough yet to abolish this 
program of iniquities, so I am coming to ask you to do what I don’t 
think even you can deny needs to be done. I think we ought to have 
three changes immediately in the Agricultural Adjustment Act re- 
lating to wheat. 

First of all, I think that any farmer should be permitted to plant 
at least 30 acres without penalty, or 600 bushels, whichever is the 
greater, and furthermore I think that any wheat which is consumed 
on the farm for which it is grown, should be exempt from quota or 
allotments. We Pennsylvania farmers think it is most unjust to 
have to buy wheat from the West for poultry and cattle feed at high 
prices, artificially maintained, and then have to turn around and sell 
the chickens and steers which we raise on the open market at low 
prices, and not even be permitted to raise our own wheat on our own 
idle land for stock feed. Now this exemption that I suggest of 30 
acres will be enough on most family farms in Pennsylvania to permit 
the farmer top practice crop rotation because most of our farms are 
112 acres, average. If the size of the family farm increases in Penn- 
sylvania because of mechanization, of course this figure may have 
to be raised so that we can continue our practice of crop rotation, at 
sometime in the future. 

Now, the second change which I suggest is to make the Government 
prove in court all the ‘facts before a jury, which are necessary to 
establish that the farmer was guilty. The law directs that this 
penalty for overplanting be a civil penalty, but, gentlemen, when 
it takes as much money out of your pocketbook as it has out of mine, 
I would rather be convicted of petty larceny, where the fine would 
be less and IT would have the right to a trial by jury. So you can 
call it civil, but so far as I am concerned, and particularly in view 
of the attitude of the local county committees on the procedure, I 
might as well be a criminal, so let’s stop kidding each other. 

My lawyers tell me that under the seventh amendment of the Con- 
stitution I am not entitled to a trial by jury because this wasn’t one 
of those kind of trials that they had back in 1787. Frankly (here 
is a bad word) I think that’s a lousy reason to take a jury trial away 
from an American citizen. The Government seems to say that a jury 
trial is no good, and that the only reason that it has them in civil 
suits is because it hasn’t gotten around to doing away with the Con- 
stitution yet. Actually, the Constitution is the only thing between us 
and world government. So I think you gentlemen are pretty much 
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on the spot as to whether or not you think trial by jury is a good 
thing. I understand they don’t have it in Russia, and some people 
think they are better than we are, but I hope you don’t. 

The third change I suggest is that the Government forgive the 
farmers for the penalties which have been assessed against them, es- 
pecially where it can be shown that the farmers didn’ ‘t sell the wheat 
and make the money from Government price supports. But I per- 
sonally think you ought to forgive them altogether. 

I want to say a word about the constitutionality of the law. I have 
a few copies of the brief—I didn’t bring them along with me—which 
my attorney filed in the circuit court, and I think after you read the 
brief you will agree that he proves rather cone lusively that it is not 
constitutional to fine a farmer for planting wheat. I am not a consti- 
tutional lawyer, but I don’t think I have to be very smart in order 
to see how the courts have used the commerce clause of the Constitu- 
tion to give the Federal Government power which it was never in- 
tended to have under the Constitution. 

Now, I want to say a word about the attitude of the courts about 
the Constitution. When I appeared before Judge Follmer in Harris- 
burg as my own attorney, I told the court I wanted to defend the 
issues of the farm which I know in entirety, but when it came to the 
technicalities of the law, I would like to have him appoint me an 
attorney. Judge Follmer said, “Get away from the bar, and appoint 
an attorney,” ’ which I did, and when my attorney told the judge that 
he didn’t think the law was constitutional, the judge insulted him, and 
asked him how long he was admitted to the bar, and at what school 
did he study law. I think it’s a disgrace to our courts when the men- 
tion of the word “Constitution” brings forth abuse from the bench 
upon the lawyer. Just the same I protect them when the thing is 
right. 

aol the circuit court in Philadelphia wasn’t much better. They 
thought the constitutional issues were not so important, that they 
wrote their opinion in 6 lines, and only took 16 minutes to give me 
atrial. You gentlemen are going to have to do something about get- 
ting some respect for our Constitution from the courts. 

Now I might say that Judge Follmer said that he could not vouch 
for the wisdom of the law, but that he felt that he had to enforce it 
as you wrote it—and always to go back to my Congressman—and 
since I have taken my case all the way to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and they wrote me on May 3 of this year, and I quote: 
“That there is no procedure whereby the Court may grant the relief 
sought.” unquote—from the United States Supreme Court. The 
matter is right back in your hands, where it started. So you cannot 
put the responsibility for this situation on the courts. 

Now, I want to say a word about the failure of the law. After 2 
years of quotas, on July 1, 1956, we had a record carryover of wheat 
of 1,030 million bushels. According to the New York Times of April 
14, 1957, after another year of quotas, the carryover is expected to 
drop by 7 75 to 100 million bushels of wheat. I am going to predict 
that with the drought relief we have had, the carryover on July 1, 
1957, will be larger than it was on July 1, 1956—and I can only tell 
you that by the looks of the field that T have, where I have planted. 
T don’t think there is any question, after 25 years and $12 billion, that 
the program of supporting American agriculture through allotments 
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and quotas has failed. This program gets more costly every year and 
under a Seguin administration the last 5 years—and I am a Re- 
publican—the agricultural program has cost us more than under the 
20 preceding years of New Deal administration. Even Secretary 
Benson said before the Senate Agricultural Committee, that tech- 
nological advance in farming has created— 

A new dimension— 

I guess this is the fourth or the fifth— 


in farm policy that makes it virtually impossible to curtail agricultural output 
with the type of controls acceptable in our society. 

Now, I hope nobody will be offended if I discuss communism in 
agriculture. As you all know, a good deal of the laws which you 
gentlemen are trying to enforce today were written by the Communist 
cell in the Department of Agriculture in the early thirties—I think 
I could stand a little bit of it myself. No doubt these Communists 
would be very happy to work out a program to curtail production 
with the type of controls which were not acceptable in our society, and 
with people like me in America, before God, 1t must fail, and we must 
see to it that a Communist agricultural program if it ever becomes 
iaw, will fail. Since it is obvious that under the present type program 
the penalties are not strong enough to effectively curtail production, 
this committee is going to have to decide whether it wants to go all 
the way in a Communist type of collective agriculture, or return to 
freedom, which is the American way and which is what we fought 
for in the Revolutionary War. And I do not hesitate to say that if 
the gentlemen continue in trying to make these controls effective, 
sooner or later you will end up with a Communist type of agriculture 
or—I took this word out because I didn’t want to print it, or a damn 
good American revolution. 

I am still determined to live by what I told the Government in 
answer to their complaint. 

In times of peace, as long as I own the land, pay the taxes, pay my debts, and 
ask for no aid from the Government—which is I, also—the land is mine, to have, 
to hold, to govern, to protect, to plant, to harvest, and no one has a right to enter 
upon the land without my permission or without a warrant of law, and I will 
die to defend my constitutional and Biblical rights. 

And, I pray to be free from an untrue and unjust judgment of 
$403.20, plus costs. 

Now, I have three recommendations in the appendix. Believe me, 
I think this agricultural law entirely ought to be dumped and start 
anew, and start some sense. The Bible is that thick, the agricultural 
law is that high, and for 5 years I tried to get a decent agricultural 
copy, and I was not able to get it. But after I got to the Supreme 
Court I could get a copy of the law. And if you do not know the law, 
how are you going to operate? 

(1) en 7, United States Code, section 1340 (7), should be amended 
to read: 


A farm-marketing quota on wheat shall not be applicable to any farm on 
which the acreage planted to the commodity is not in excess of thirty acres, or 
in which the yield of such farm (or in case the actual yield is not known, the 
estimated yield computed under the applicable regulations of the Department 
then in force) is six hundred bushels or less, nor shall a farm marketing quota 
be applicable to any wheat which is consumed on the farm on which it is grown 
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for human food, for seed, or for feed for poultry, livestock, or other domestic 
animals. 

You can go down to 5- and 6-bushel yields according to the land, or 
you can go to 10-bushel yields, or I can go up to 55, which I have done. 
Fifty-five bushels to the acre is good in our area, and that is one of the 
finest areas. 

(2) Title 7, United States Code, section 1376, should be amended 
to read : 

The several district courts of the United States are vested with the jurisdic- 
tion to enforce the provisions of this chapter. If and when the Secretary shall 
so request, it shall be the duty of the several United States attorneys in their 


respective districts under the direction of the Attorney General to institute pro- 
ceedings to collect the penalties provided for in this chapter. 


I want you to listen carefully. 


All such proceedings shall be de novo and in all such proceedings the defendant 
shall have the right to a trial by jury as provided in other civil proceedings in 
the district courts of the United States, and the burden of proof shall be upon 
the Secretary to prove the violation. 


T am the one that was violated. I did not have the acreage. I could 
not persuade them to believe it. I would nct let them on to measure 
it, because my word is my God’s word. And so I was convicted as 
guilty. And I was not allowed one word in my defense. The man 
told me—the judge told me to “get away from the bar,” and I have 
never had one word in my defense even through my lawyer, because 
my lawyer says that “this is technicalities now we have to go on,” and 
1 know nothing about it, which is true. Now I think I should have 
my day in court. I think it is up to you fellows to see that I get it. 
The remedies and penalties provided for herein shall be in addition to, and not 
exclusive of, any of the remedies or penalties under existing law. 

(3) Title 7, United States Code, section 1340 (2), should be amended 
to read: 

During any marketing year for which quotas are in effect the producer shall 
be subject to pay a penalty on the farm marketing excess of wheat. The rate of 
such penalty on wheat shall be 45 percent of the parity price per bushel 
ot wheat as of May 1 of the calendar year in which the crop is harvested. 

I do not know how in the name of sense you can make sense out this 
kind of thing. Who knows anything, unless you are an expert law- 
yer, what these words mean ? 

All penalties assessed for the crop years of 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957 shall be 
forgiven, and all judgments which the United States of America shall have ob- 
tained for such penalties under the provisions of— 

here give correct technical name for section 1376, of title 7, United 
States Code— 

shall be and hereby are satisfied; and any payments made to the United States 
of America by reason of such penalties shall be refunded to the person or per- 
sons paying such penalties, and suit for such refunds may be brought against 
the United States of America as provided by law in cases in which the United 
States of America may be sued in civil actions. 

Now there is a bill here called the Anfuso bill, and I think it is 
very good, but it does not go far enough. If you fellows want mil- 
lions of more letters, and want to waste time and have farmers fight- 
ing, and having all kinds of heart troubles and all of that, then just 
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send us a little piece of it. Why not make us a complete bill, and 
get the family farm away from the commercial farm ? 

If a fellow wants to go into the commercial business, let him pay 
the penalties. There is one other thing I want to say. The committees 
and officers in the State have to be looked into. When an American 
woman, an orphi in Woman, goes to the door in answer to a bell, and a 
man comes in and says that he has a summons, and says “You must 
take it,” he pulls back his coat and he has a pistol and a blackjack there, 
you bet your life you have got to t: ake it. “Open the door ge I am 
coming in,” he says, and so I said, “Don’t come in. Back of the door 
isa gun,” I said, “and I am going to protect myself.” 

Now, if that is good old America, then we are going back to the 
Indian days, and we are going to take care of ourselves, the farmers 
are, 

Another thing, I was in that debris from Hazel. Mind you, I 
farmed this farm for 5 years all alone. This is the first time I had 
any assistance, and I had a distant relative by marriage come to my 
home to help me. I was collecting debris from the Hazel tornado, and 
as I looked across, here comes 3 men, one 6 feet 2, and others different 
sizes. And they rushed me against the 6-foot wire fence, surrounded 
me, and said they are going to force me to tell what I did with my 
wheat. 

I wore this costume to show you that in this fight, I have that, 
because I had a heart attack on the spot. I have that to show. And 
they were going to take me bodily until I raised a ery and said “Don’t 
touch me, and get going. If you ever come on this land again without 
a warrant I will shoot you, so help me God.” So that went around 
the world. Now that is not good for the United States, either. 

That went in all the magazines and all of the papers and pictures 
and everything. But they did send a man—you see—they did send a 
man. They said, “We will get you yet.” And I said, “Come with a 
warrant, because before God, I am ashamed of you.” And for 5 days 
I could not hold anything on my stomach. I had this heart attack, and 
the pains down my arm. And I have that [indicating]. That is in 
America, and I tell you, to show how we are having the one-armed 
bandits coming into your places and telling you what you can grow, 
and the next thing they will tell us what you can eat. This case 
here is a spite case. This case here comes from a family feud—the 

Castle family against the Mummas, 4 years back. And they are pass- 
ing it on, because for generations these things have been coming down, 
and I just happen to be in there. 

If I go to the agricultural office and ask to see my papers, the 
woman management says, “Talk to the committee.” The committee 
says, “Talk to the woman management.” You get nowhere. You 
are not allowed to see your papers unless you come to the Supreme 
Court. Then you can go back to the office and see your papers. And 
in those papers you will find a paper signed by a fieldworker, with 
your signature which you never gave—in those papers. I mean, these 
things have got to be looked into. Those boys get $30 a day, to go 
and harass us like that. 

We have the Belshazzar feast. They take the penalty they get 
from us and put it in their pocket; they record . but they keep the 
money. Whenever they get ready they hand a woman $650 for 
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writing out a sheet that she cribbed from every place else, and she got 
it from the way the other farmers reported. So she put it in and saved 
the Government money on how to harass the farmers. She got $650. 
You have old men; you have old people, and you have orphans like 
me and unmarried women running farms, to make a living. That 
money goes to the Belshazzar feast, and I can take you into Penn- 
sylvania, which is one of the finest States in the country, and I can 
show you right on the farm where the children don’t have milk, the 
farmer does not have the money to buy his seed to replant, and he is 
not eligible for this kind of a program. 

And we have malnutrition, and we have pathetic cases. I can 
show you on the farm men and women, old people, who are living on 
bread and milk. What is coming to America? But if they come to 
my land again, I am going to keep my word with God. And I would 
like to have you people return us to good old America. Something 
bad is happening here. 

And they tell me in court, that “your Congressman is the man. Go 
to the Congressman. He was sent down there by you. Send better 
Congressmen in.” I thought we had good Congressmen. The judge 
says, “I can only be guided by the law that the Congressmen give 
me.” And I said to the judge to cut down this bad law, if it is a bad 
law. The Supreme Court says they are helpless, so go on back to 
Congress. 

Mr. Atsert. There are 435 Congressmen and 96 Senators. 

Miss Mumma. I have a feeling as I look at you, as I did when I 
looked at the judges; I have a feeling that your mind is already made 
up. But before—if you are going to put in a bill—make it a com- 
plete bill, put in all of the things that are going to help the family 
farmer. When you get beyond the family farmer you are in com- 
mercialism, and if you are in that, let the fellow who makes the 
money pay it. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Atsert. Thank you for your statement. We appreciate it. 

Miss Mumma. Thank you. 

Mr. Apert. Congressman Betts, do you have a witness here to 
testify ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACKSON BETTS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Berrs. I came over primarily to hear Mr. Woods and Mr. 
Tidswell. I would like to say that they represent an organization 
which has a large following in the district that I represent. They 
are a responsible segment of agricultural thinking in that area. 

Mr. Atgert. Thank you, Congressman Jackson Betts of Findlay, 
Ohio. 

Are there any other witnesses here representing individuals? If 
not, then the Chair will recognize now Mr. Lester Mort, vice presi- 
dent of the National Association of Wheat Growers, Venango, Nebr. 

Mr. Morr. With your permission, I would like to have Mr. Reid sit 
with me. 

Mr. Avserr. Very well. 
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STATEMENT OF LESTER MORT, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS, VENANGO, NEBR. ; ACCOMPANIED 
BY GEORGE L. REID, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Morr. My name is Lester Mort. I am a wheat farmer from 
Venango, Nebr. I am here representing the National Association of 
Wheat Growers. 

I would like to say I appreciate being invited here to make a state- 
ment on behalf of wheatgrowers. 

The legislation being considered here today has been given much 
study by ‘the members of both our State wheatgrowers association and 
of the national association. The policy of our organization on this 
matter as developed in our national meeting held in Lincoln, Nebr., 
in February of this year is contained in the farm program commit- 
tee report. With your permission, I shall quote it to you: 

We are opposed to any change in the marketing quota law that will allow 
wheat to be grown without penalty when all the wheat grown on the farm is 
fed on the farm where raised. However, if this policy is changed, we recom- 
mend that the acreage grown not be considered as part of future allotments 
and that if a marketing card is requested, the penalty be collected for all wheat 
grown on the acreage in excess of the allotment. 

It is our feeling that while the privilege of seeding wheat for feed 
in excess of 15 acres would benefit some producers, it would add meas- 
urably to the production of wheat. It would not give the same privi- 
lege to the commercial producer who must sell some wheat, and to 
the extent that it adds to the production, it will increase the surplus 
problem. It is already possible for any producer to grow 15 acres of 
wheat for feed without penalty. We feel that this privilege should 
be sufficient and that any increase in the acreage permitted to be 
grown for whatever purpose without penalty would further weaken 
the control program. We also feel that this type of relaxation of the 
regulations would be very difficult to administer and control. 

In that respect I have in mind that we have no way of determining 
the production of a farm on such acreage, and it w ould be very easy 
for the farmer operating under this provision to sell wheat to his 
neighbor, and allow him to sell it, or to sell it in his neighbor’s name, 
or to hold it until next year, and to sell it in his own name, if he stays 
within his 15-acre exemption, the following year. ‘There is no check 
on that as I understand the proposed law. 

Production from small farms under the 15-acre exemption has, in 
recent years, become a major factor in adding to the surplus of wheat. 
According to figures obtained from the USDA in 1956 the overseed- 
ing on all farms which planted in excess of their allotments amounted 
to an estimated 4,432,284 acres with a total production of 111,321,455 
bushels. It appears that in 1957 the excess production in the commer- 
cial wheat States when added to the production from noncommercial 
wheat States, could account for between 145 and 150 million bushels 

In that connection we have this year spent a large sum of money on 
the acreage reserve part of the soil-bank program, with the results 
which have been estimated by the Secretary to have reduced produc- 
tion approximately 100 million bushels. 

We have more than offset the efforts that we have made through 
the soil bank, to reduce production by the exemptions which are per- 
mitted under the law. 
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We have studies showing the overseeding according to different 
acreage classifications which indicate that the only acreage groups 
overseeding materially as a group are those with allotments of 0 to 
15 acres. The farms with larger allotments very generally complied 
with their allotments. 

The production from farms in the 0- to 15-acre class is constantly 
increasing, and we feel it constitutes the major threat to the successful 
operation of the wheat production control program. Not only is the 
number of such farms increasing rapidly, but the yields are also in- 
creasing every year by use of improved practices and increased use 
of fertilizers. If it were not for the production under these special 
exemptions, the control program would operate much more effectively 
and our wheat surplus problem would be largely solved. 

It was for these reasons that our members, in the resolution, asked 
that if the privilege of growing wheat for feed in excess of 15 acres 
is to be permitted, action be taken at the same time to eliminate the 
exemption permitting up to 15 acres to be grown for market without 
penalty. We feel that such a change would greatly strengthen the 
control program. We are very strongly in favor of the 30-acre limi- 
tation that is in bill 6784. 

The provision included in bill H. R. 6784, which eliminates acreage 
history accumulated by overseeding of allotments from contributing 
to future allotments as a major improvement. Recently wheat allot- 
ments for 1958 were released and again this year the allotment fer 
my State and for other traditional wheat States were decreased, 
while allotments for States where farmers take advantage of the 15- 
acre exemptions were increased. Since our policy recommends elimi- 
nation of the 15-acre privilege, we cannot fully support legislation 
which does not contain this provision. However, since bill H. R. 6784 
does restrict the use of acreage history accumulated by overplanting 
and tightens the regulations regarding noncommercial wheat States, 
it does correct some of the inequities in the present law. 

With your permission I would like very briefly to summarize our 
position on this matter. We realize that no doubt Congress this year 
will enact a feed wheat bill. We would like to have seen the 15-acre 
exemption eliminated at the same time. However, if that cannot be 
done, we think H. R. 6784 is a good compromise. And the provision 
preventing the building of allotments by overseeding is vital to us. 

We appreciate the consideration that this committee has given our 
problem, and your interest in this matter. 

Mr. Atzert. We thank you, Mr. Mort. 

Of course, you realize that the bill which Mr. Anfuso has offered 
is an attempt to compromise the situation. 

Mr. Mort. It is. 

Mr. Ausert. And because you express one point of view which is 
exactly the opposite from the preceding statement. 

Mr. Morr. Yes. 

Mr. Atzert. We have those conflicts to consider. 

Mr. Morr. We think it is a good compromise, and we appreciate 
the efforts of this committee. 

Mr. Axpert. Do you not think, if we are going to preserve the 
marketing quota system at all, we should have an acreage limitation ? 

Mr. Mort. Yes. 
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Mr. Axpert. Otherwise, we might have a vertical organization in 
which large operators would just bypass the commercial wheat 
farmers altogether. 

Mr. Morr. Yes. 

Mr. Atsert. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Morr. Yes. 

Mr. Aupertr. Thank you. 

Mr. Smiru. Would you have the same theory, the same attitude 
toward the bill that you have today, tomorrow, in regard to how the 
farmers are going to vote on this acreage allotment bill ? 

Mr. Morr. I think our position would have to be the same. 

Mr. Hitt. Would you care to give us the benefit of your foresight 
on how we should vote 

Mr. Morr. I think not. 

Mr. Hix. Do you have any idea from the number of farmers that 
you discussed this matter with, what their position would be? 

Mr. Morr. Our organization has favored—— 

Mr. Hin. Your organization favors a yes vote? 

Mr. Morr. Yes. 

Mr. Axvpert. You are the largest organization that represents 
‘exclusively wheat growers ? 

Mr. Mort. I think so, yes, sir. 

Mr. Axserr. Any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Mort. 

Mr. Morr. Thank you. 

Mr. Atzert. Would you come forward, Mr. Woolley. So far as I 
know, Mr. Frank Woolley, of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
is the last witness on the schedule for today. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Woottry. The American Farm Bureau Federation appreciates 
this opportunity to present its views with respect to nearly a score of 
bills introduced in the House this year to exempt wheat fed or used 
on the farm from marketing quota penalties and restrictions. 

We understand the situation to be as follows: (1) many farmers 
who have customarily grown wheat for feed, seed, or home consump- 
tion on the farm where produced have been prohibited by Federal 
law since the passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
from doing so unless they pay a severe penalty; (2) the foregoing 
is true even though the farmer does not desire price support on any 
other feed grain or, for that matter, any other commodity or product 
produced on the farm; (3) the law denying farmers permission to 
grow wheat for feed on their farm has been carried to the Supreme 
Court of the United States and in the case of Wickard v. Filburn (317 
U.S. 111 (1942) ), it was held constitutional; (4) thousands of farmers 
have been penalized and many suits have been filed by United States 
attorneys to collect these penalties. Legal action is pending against 
many farmers and administrative action is being pressed to make 
other collections before suit is filed. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation feels this is an intolerable 
situation that Congress should not permit to exist. The American 
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Farm Bureau Federation has passed resolutions on the subject of feed 
wheat a number of times and at our last annual meeting in December 
1956 the following resolution was adopted by the elected voting dele- 
gates of the member State farm bureaus: 


We recommend legislation to exempt farms from wheat marketing quotas 
if all wheat produced thereon is used only as food, feed, or seed on the farm 
where grown or on farms under the same operation. Producers taking ad- 
vantage of this exemption should not be eligible to participate in any price- 
support program for wheat or other feed grains, and all wheat producers affected 
by marketing quotas should be eligible to vote thereon. Such legislation should 
be substituted for the present 15 acre and 200 bushel wheat marketing quota 
exemptions. 


In order to carry out this resolution we would suggest that the 
bill finally reported by this committee read as follows: 


That section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

(f) The Secretary, upon application made pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, shall exempt producers from any obligation under this act to pay the 
penalty on, deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm marketing excess with 
respect to any farm for any crop of wheat harvested in 1957 or subsequent 
years on the following conditions: 

(1) That none of such crop of wheat is removed from such farm except 
to be processed for use as human food or livestock feed on such farms; 

(2) That such entire crop of wheat is used on such farm for seed, human 
food, or feed for livestock, including poultry, owned by any such producer, 
or a subsequent owner or operator of the farm ; and 

(3) That, the producer receiving an exemption from marketing quota 
penalties on the farm marketing excess of wheat under the provisions of 
this subsection shall agree to forgo price support on corn, oats, barley, and 
grain sorghums produced on the same farm, or farms under the same con- 
trol, for the marketing year for which the exemption from marketing quota 
penalties on excess wheat is obtained. 

(4) That such producers and their successors comply with all regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary for the purpose of determining com- 
pliance with the foregoing conditions. 

Failure to comply with any of the foregoing conditions shall cause the exemp- 
tion to become immediately null and void unless such failure is due to circum- 
stances beyond the control of such producers as determined by the Secretary. 
In the event an exemption becomes null and void the provisions of this act shall 
become applicable to the same extent as if such exemption had not been granted. 
No acreage planted to wheat in excess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop 
covered by an exemption hereunder shall be considered in determining any 
subsequent wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota for such farm. 

Sec. 2. Subsection 335 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, and paragraph (7) of Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress 
are hereby repealed. 

The bill carries out that resolution. 

The Senate of the United States has passed legislation a number 
of times involving the fundamental principle of exempting farmers 
from wheat penalties who use wheat on the farms where produced 
for feed, seed, or food. There is undoubtedly widespread support for 
this legislation in the House and the administration has indicated its 
desire to be relieved of the responsibility of carrying out a law which 
obviously unfairly invades the right of a farmer to farm his land as 
he sees fit. 

The free market has been roundly condemned by some people as 
being cruel. What could be more cruel than the Government forcing 
farmers to pay a penalty for producing a crop when those farmers 
are not producing or marketing a commodity in a manner which in- 
jures other farmers? This is not only cruel but is the kind of govern- 


WHEAT FED OR USED FOR SEED OR FOOD 57 


mental tyranny that is deeply resented and may ultimately result in 
the farm program being discredited. 

We strongly urge that the House Agriculture Committee favorably 
report the bill at this time. 

The people from the commercial wheat area are strongly of the 
opinion that this is a very desirable improvement from the standpoint 
of continuation of the wheat program. They are very much concerned 
that the resentment that is smouldering in areas like Ohio, Penn- 
sylvania, New York, and other areas. “They would like to see the 
source of that irritation removed. They cannot see any logic whatso- 
ever in permitting farmers to pr oduce feed without restriction, and 
feeding it on farms, and then making a direct prohibition against 
wheat being fed on farms. The logic of it completely escapes them. 

Mr. Avsertr. Thank you very much. Mr. W oolley, would you Say; 
in the light of your statement, that you w ould favor the Anfuso bill? 

Mr. Woortry. The Anfuso bill? There are about 17 or 18 of them. 

Mr. Avserr. That would put a 30-acre limitation on the exemption, 
and at the same time change the method of allocating history to the 
L5-acre grower. In other words the Anfuso bill would not permit a 
grower to accumulate history for acreage exceeding his allotment. 

Mr. Woottry. I am sure that our people would agree on the part 
of the proposition that a person should not earn histor y for esaci tine 
his allotment. 

Mr. Arsert. You would go along with it as being a compromise and 
a step in the right direction. 

Mr. Woouttey. We think it is a step in the right direction, but we 
still think it is basically and fundamentally wrong. How do you 

rationalize that a man can put in a thousand acres of grain sorghums 
and feed it, but he cannot put in a thousand acres of wheat and feed 
it? What is the rationale of that? 

Mr. Arpert. Grain sorghums on the free market ? 

Mr. Woottey. They get price support. 

Mr. Avzgert. But they do not have quotas. 

Mr. Wootiey. What does that have to do with the merits of the 
question, of the farmer in one instance producing a thousand acres for 
feed? One happens to be wheat that he will feed, and the other 
grain sorghum. 

Mr. Arperr. Except we have two entirely different programs. 

Mr. Woottry. But the fact is that no program is sacred within 
itself. There is no fountainhead of virtue in a program as such. 
It should rest on the basis of logic if it has any basis at all. And it 
is illogical. 

Mr. Arpert. Of course, whenever you feed grain sorghum, you are 
not interfering at all with somebody else’s quota. 

Mr. Woottxry. You are interfering, definitely affecting the quan- 
tity of livestock that is on the farm, and you are definitely interfer- 
ing with other people that are in the livestock business. 

Mr. Arserr. Then would you recommend that we should go fur- 
ther and let them sell the wheat, if they want to? 

Mr. Woot.rey. No, no, we would have them use it for feed. That 
is as far as we go. 

Mr. Arpertr. You can sell feed grains. Why not wheat without 
limitation ? 
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Mr. Wooutry. There is a difference between feeding wheat and 
selling it in the normal channels of trade. 

Mr. Jennrncs. What is the difference in the logic there? 

Mr. Woottey. Well, the difference in the logic to me is that if you 
permit him to sell it, quite obviously it will go into the channels of 
trade and commerce. 

Mr. Jennrncs. Won’t sorghum grains and soybeans and other feed 
grains go into channels of trade? 

Mr. Woottey. They go into channels of commerce, but not into 
channels of commerce for flour, whereas wheat is going into channels 
of trade and would go into competition with normal and primary 
wheat uses for food. 

Mr. Jenntnes. You would permit him to sell it, provided it was 
sold for feed ? 

Mr. Woottey. We would not go that far. Our resolution does not 
cover that. Our people do not think that you have to go that far. 

Mr. JenNrnos. You are willing to compromise then ? 

Mr. Woottry. Our people think that the people in Ohio, Pennsyl- 
vania, New York, and those areas have a real point, and they want 
to go along with them. 

Mr. Jennrinos. What is the logic behind it? 

Mr. Woottry. The logic behind it is that one is producing for feed 
and it is going into livestock. 

Mr. Jenninos. For feed. Suppose you say they sell it for feed and 
not for human consumption ? 

Mr. Woottry. One trouble is that you would have the problem of 
identifying that it was actually used for feed after it had been sold 
into the normal channels of trade. 

Mr. Jenninas. I agree with you, and I think you have the same 
trouble identifying it for feed if you used it on the farm, in compe- 
tition with other grains. 

Mr. Woottey. We doubt that there would be any serious problem. 

Mr. Jonzs. If it is a question of getting no change in the law or 

oing part way with the compromise bill of Mr. Anfuso, what would 
e the position of the Farm Bureau then ? 

Mr. WW onaiay. If the Farm Bureau thought it could not get any 
legislation passed without accepting the Anfuso compromise, we 
might accept that as being a step in the right direction. 

Mr. Jones. That would be better than the situation we are in now. 

Mr. Woottry. But I do not think that it would be a wise decision 
to stop at that particular point. The Senate is convinced that we 
ought to go ahead and open this up to feed wheat and the Farm Bu- 
reau wants to do away with the 15 acre or 200 bushel minimum as a 
condition to opening up feed wheat without limitation. 

Mr. Jones. Without limitation ? 

Mr. Woottry. That is right. The House—I am sure there are 
many people in the House, who feel if you go the 30-acre route you 
will continue to have a lot of agitation and friction, which will be 
way out of proportion to the possible benefits that it could be to the 
commercial grain grower that markets wheat in the normal channels 
of trade. 

Mr. Jones. The impression I got from those who wanted to grow 
it for feed seemed to think that that 30-acre limitation would take 
care of at least a vast majority of the cases, and would relieve most 
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of the objections, at least the source of the objections at the present 
time. 

Mr. Woottry. There would still be people that would be incensed 
about it, and the question that I am raising, why have that friction 
for something that is of very doubtful value to the commercial wheat 
farmer ? 

Mr. Jones. Let me ask you this, then. Do you think that you ever 
are going to get any program or no program that will relieve the sit- 
uation without getting some complaints from somebody ¢ 

Mr. Wooutey. Well, I am sure that as long as we are human beings 
we will not act like we are in Heaven. We just are not going to be 
converted into angels overnight. But we ask ourselves the question, 
why borrow trouble? 

Mr. Jones. It seems to me, what we are doing with the Anfuso bill, 
we are giving the commercial whe are protecting him 
in a status quo, thereby preventing iis continuation of permitting 
people to overplant and still get history, and we are helping to that 
extent. 

We are helping the fellow who wants to feed his wheat on the 
farm. Weare helping him. So I think we are helping the two larg- 
est groups that are interested in this problem, by that bill. I do not 
think that either one is perfect, but I think we go a long way toward 
getting it. That is why I am inclined to go along with that bill as a 
very fair compromise. 

Mr. Woottry. So long as we are willing to go that far, why not go 
the rest of the way and not have any cause of compl: uints from the 
fellow who happens to have 31 acres, for example, and eliminate the 
15-acre exemption ? 

Mr. Jones. We have some complaints—a lot of them have been in 
here complaining about going up to 30 acres, so we would still have 
that complaint from those people. 

Mr. Woo.tey. There will be some people that will. But I can as- 
sure you that this subject has been discussed in North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas—all of the commercial 
wheat areas—in the Farm Bureau, and we have a lot of members in 
all of those areas. 

The people in those areas that are members of the Farm Bureau 
are in favor of allowing wheat to be produced for feed on the farm. 

Mr. Betcuer. Those farmers in North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, also would like to see the 15-acre ex- 
emption repealed, too? 

Mr. Woot.ey. This is what we recommend. We recommend the 15- 
acre exemption be repealed. We think that more damage is being 
done to the commercial wheat farmer, by far, by the 15-acre exemption. 
We know of thousands of farmers in many States that have gone into 
wheat because of the 15-acre exemption, and the price they can get for 
it as a result of the price support. They are really producing “wheat 
that is indirectly piling up in the hands of the Government. 

Mr. Avert. It goes into commercial channels ? 

Mr. Woorzey. It has the net effect of i increasing the Government’s 
stock of wheat. 

Mr. Atrert. You talk about “squawking,” if you eliminate the 15- 
acre provision, you will hear plenty of “squawks” from all over the 
country. 
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Mr. Woouttey. Our people would still not agree unless the 15-acre 
provision is eliminated. 

Mr. Axsert. I know you would. But the National Wheat Pro- 
ducers Association wants the 30-acre limitation on the feeding of 
wheat, if we have that provision at all. 

Mr. Smirn. I have no questions of Mr. Woolley, but I wanted to 
put this telegram in the record, that I received and I asked permis- 
sion for it yesterday. It is from the United States district attorney’s 
office in Topeka: 

I regard to your wire this date we have 15 cases pending on acreage and 
wheat allotment programs. 

That is on farmers who have exceeded their acreage in wheat 
allotments. 


Since institution of program we have taken judgment in 68 cases. 


That is to collect the penalty. That means, if you do not pay the 
penalty, you are going to the jailhouse. 

Mr. Warts. Farmers who take advantage of the exemption will 
not be eligible to participate in any price-support program for wheat 
or other feed grains. 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. There is a support program for every feed grain? 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. A barley producer in the West, to draw an illustration, 
has been in the habit of relying on the support price for barley, if he 
should want to grow a little wheat, he could not do it under the 
exemption. 

Mr. Woottey. He could grow wheat, but he could not get price sup- 
port on any other feed grain. 

Mr. Warrs. The barley producer grows 200 acres of barley each 
year, and has been relying on the support price, and at the present 
time he produces 15 acres of wheat. 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. He does not get the support price on it, but under the 
proposed legislation, if he produced as much as 1 acre of wheat, he 
would not be eligible for price support on the barley. 

Mr. Betcuer. You do not intend to change the present 15-acre 
extemption ? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes, we would change it; we would remove the 15- 
acre exemption, we would remove the 200-bushel exemption, and just 
say, “let him go ahead and feed wheat on the farm in return for elim- 
inating the 15-acre and 200-bushel exemptions. If he wants to feed 
it on the farm, fine. If he does not want to feed it on the farm he 
would be subject to quotas.” We would likewise let them vote. 

Mr. Warts. You would let producers who did not have an allotment 
vote ? 

Mr. Wootiey. Everybody that has an allotment, let him vote. 

Mr. Warts. A wheat allotment ? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonxs. Those that have a 2-acre allotment of wheat, and grow 
a thousand acres of wheat, you would let him vote in the program? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. He would have just a 2-acre wheat allotment, and grew 
a thousand acres of wheat, he would still vote in the program? 
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Mr. Woottey. The law and regulations issued pursuant thereto 
right now provides that anybody that has an allotment of less than 
15 acres, who certifies that he will plant more than 15 acres, has a 
right to vote. 

Mr. Warts. The allotment is what, at the present time? 

Mr. Woottry. The law, by the clause in section 336 reading “of 
farmers who will be subject to the quota specified therein” in effect 
right now says, if a man has an allotment of less than 15 acres and 
certifies that he will plant in excess of 15 acres, he has a right to vote. 

Mr. Warrs. In other words, he violates the quota in order to be 
able to vote? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think that is a good provision ? 

Mr. Woortry. Yes. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. Refer to paragraph 3 on page 2. I have some 
questions about that. Do you not think that that provision should 
provide that the producer must actually forego price supports rather 
than to merely agree to forego them ? 

Mr. Woottry. That would be perfectly all right. 

Mr. Hermpvurcer. Shall in fact forego? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Mr. Hermpvrcer. That was the intent? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Just mark out “agree.” 

Mr. Woottry. I think Mr. Jennings’ suggestion is right. Just strike 
out the word “agree.” 

Mr. Apert. We thank you, Mr. Woolley, for your testimony. 

The Chair has statements here, from Congressman Wharton and 
Chamberlain, one from the Michigan Farm Bureau Federation, signed 
by Dan E. Reed, associate executive legislative council, also one 
from the National Grange, and without objection these statements 
and data will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statements and data referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. J. E. WHARTON, oF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman, I think that your committee is to be congratulated in entering 
upon the consideration of the present subject which has long been under fire. 

When I first learned that the small farmer in any section of the country could 
actually be penalized for growing and feeding grain on his own acres, I thought 
that someone must have misconstrued the law. We would expect something 
of that nature in Russia but I am magnanimous enough to believe that Congress 
erred in this regard and is about to correct a serious omission. 

The plight of the small dairy and poultry farmer has been called to your 
attention time and again and it would be entirely superfluous for me to dwell 
on their difficulties further at this time. 

I sincerely trust that the proposed legislation will meet with the approval 
of this committee and that it will soon be enacted into law. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES FE. CHAMBERLAIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FRoM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportu- 
nity to submit to you the statement of one of my constituents, Daniel E. Reed, 
associate legislative counsel, concerning the proposals before you today to 
eliminate the wheat penalty on grain used for feed by the grower. 

Mr. Reed was a farmer in the State of Michigan for nearly 20 years and for 
the past 28 years he has been active in farm organizations. For a considerable 
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time he has participated in local farm group discussions concerning legislative 
problems. I know from my personal contact with Mr. Reed that he is greatly 
interested in correlating Government programs to meet the needs of the farmer 
as well as to help the farmer understand the problems of the Government in 
administering farm policies. 

I am sure you will agree that Mr. Reed’s views in the agricultural field deserve 
serious consideration and I am glad to recommend the enclosed statement to 
you in connection with your study of the proposed legislation now under 
discussion. 

[Enclosure] 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY DAN E, REED, ASSOCIATE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
MICHIGAN FARM BUREAU 


Farmers in Michigan have for several years firmly believed that the penalty, 
on wheat grown in excess of the allotment, should not be levied if all of the 
grain is used on the farm on which it was produced for feed and seed. 

Michigan Farm Bureau, representing nearly 69,000 farm families in our State, 
is happy to have the opportunity to present this statement to your committee. 
We have many small farmers, including poultry raisers, who, because of 
weather and other uncontrollable causes, are prevented from getting oats or 
corn into the seedbed at the proper time. These farmers would be able to use 
wheat as an alternative feed crop. 

In Michigan’s Northern Peninsula this condition very frequently exists be- 
cause of the shorter season. This has been a normal practice over the years 
until the imposition of wheat marketing quotas. These people have not added 
to the market surplus of wheat and, in fact, are simply depending on a flexi- 
bility in their planting program to take advantage of the weather and the 
shorter season. Cash penalties levied against these farmers for planting excess 
wheat acreage has created administrative problems as well as hardship situa- 
tions. We would agree that producers using this exemption should not be eli- 
gible to participate in price-support programs during that year. 

We sincerely urge your favorable consideration of H. R. 6882 and similar 
proposals now before your committee. 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL GRANGE 


The National Grange appreciates the opportunity accorded by this committee 
to present its views on the bills dealing with wheat for feed, seed and food uses 
on the farm, and similar bills. 

These bills would amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, and exempt certain wheat producers from liability for noncompliance 
penalties imposed under the act where the entire crop of wheat produced is 
used for seed on the farm or fed on the farm to livestock or poultry owned by 
the owner or operator of the farm. 

As the committee knows, the National Grange, in cooperation with the wheat- 
growers of the Nation, has been vigorously seeking the adoption of an improved 
wheat program. We firmly believe that the present program is totally inade- 
quate to meet either the needs of the wheat farmer, the livestock and poultry 
producer, or our economy generally. It seems entirely clear to us that the 
eurrent wheat program has never recognized that substantial quantities of 
United States wheat could and should be used or marketed for feed. It seems 
equally clear that the longer we continue to operate under the present pro- 
gram—even under the assumption of maximum flexibility insofar as the level 
of price support is concerned—the worse our position is certain to become. 

Any revision or change in the wheat program, however, to be sound must 
be fair to all wheat farmers. It must also be fair to all poultry and livestock 
producers whether they be in Pennsylvania or Oklahoma or in any other wheat 
or livestock producing area. It must also do more. It must go to the root of 
the problem and not concern itself only with incidentals, which cannot possibly 
serve as a remedy for the total problem. 

We have no doubt but that these bills are being proposed in partial recogni- 
tion of the shortcomings of the present wheat program and the need for doing 
something to correct these shortcomings. The Grange is entirely sympathetic 
with that part of these bills which would provide increased individual freedom 
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and opportunity to produce for available outlets, and we would like to be able 
to support a measure which would permit full attainment of such an objective. 
It is the belief of the Grange, however, that the proposed measures will do little 
to solve the problem of wheat. On the contrary, this fragmentary approach can 
only further aggravate the problem. While the measure would benefit those 
wheat producers who would be exempted from penalties and permitted to pro- 
duce wheat for their own use for feed or seed, it would increase wheat acreage, 
increase total wheat production and, in our opinion, would work in exactly the 
opposite direction from the declared objectives of the wheat program. It would 
also work in just the opposite direction from the declared objective of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who has stated that he wants to see a program under 
which wheat will be produced in regions where it can be grown most efficiently 
and which permits the wisest and most effective utilization of our productive 
resources and capacities. 

The Grange is also of the opinion that these bills would create grave in- 
equities among livestock and poultry producers, because they would prevent 
the movement of wheat for feed purposes between areas and even between in- 
dividual farm units—that is, if we are to assume an adequate police system and 
control authority to prevent “bootlegging” of excess feed wheat which is over 
and above the individual producer’s feed requirements. 

We want to reemphasize that there are certain potential effects or results 
from these bills with which the Grange is in accord, but we woud prefer action 
again by this committee in reporting out a bill including the provisions which 
the committee has reported during the last two Congresses and which was also 
approved by the Senate, but which failed to become law because it was a part 
of an overall bill which was vetoed by the President. Such a measure would 
include all the desirable features of the present bills and permit farmers to 
grow wheat for feed and seed without penalty, and it would make wheat avail- 
able to all livestock and poultry farmers on an equal basis. 

We are just as certain that the members of this committee are as desirous as 
we are to guard against further confusion and aggravation of the very difficult 
situation in which producers currently find themselves. The proposed meas- 
ures, in addition to adding to the total wheat acreage and supplies, would cre- 
ate many serious and costly administrative problems. For example, under the 
wheat acreage allotment and marketing quota program, the farm marketing ex- 
cess upon which a penalty is payable is determined on the basis of the excess 
acreage and the normal production therefrom. In other words, normal produc- 
tion (in the absence of proof that actual production is less than normal) multi- 
plied by the excess acreage is the method of determining the penalty wheat. 
This method of enforcement has proved sound and workable. Under the pro- 
posed measures, a farmer is to be exempt only if he feeds all his wheat on his 
own farm to his own livestock. How is this to be determined? Why should 
a farmer who desires to feed his livestock be deprived of doing so merely be- 
eause he markets some of this wheat production? Why should a producer of 
poultry or livestock who does not produce wheat or who may market some of his 
wheat be compelled to buy feed at supported price levels when he must market 
his livestock or poultry in competition with farmers who do not do so? Pre- 
sumably, under the bills under consideration, wheat may be carried over and 
fed in subsequent years when the same farm may then be producing wheat for 
market. It seems to us that the difficulty of administering such a program is 
that the costs of such administration are likely to be so great that enforcement 
may well prove to be impossible. In such an event the entire wheat program 
may collapse. 

There are also other factors which we believe would add to the complication 
of the program. Although some of the bills provide that the excess seeded acre- 
age would not be considered in establishing future state, county, and farm 
wheat acreage allotments or marketing quotas, the penalty-free excess acreage 
and production therefrom would be used in determining the national wheat 
acreage allotment. Furthermore it also seems clear that to the extent that total 
wheat production and supplies would be increased by this penalty-free produc- 
tion, it would, through the application of flexible price supports, reduce the price 
support level for wheat. 

The Grange believes that the weaknesses to which we have referred far out- 
weigh the benefits sought to be obtained by the proposed measures. It is becom- 
ing increasingly apparent that wheat is a major problem in agriculture at the 
present time. It is also clear that the present program is not carrying us toward 
a solution, and the measures under consideration—although having laudable 
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objectives do not cope with the major underlying problems. We strongly urge 
adoption of an effective wheat measure such as this committee has twice before 
reported instead of attempting to partially meet the problem. 

It is the recommendation of the Grange that the committee substitute the 
domestic parity program, which the committee has twice reported favorably, and 
which was passed by both the House and Senate last year, for the bills under 
consideration. The domestic parity program would have the vigorous support 
of the Grange and of the wheatgrowers of the Nation. Such a measure would 
do a far better job of fulfilling the objectives of the pending bills, since it would 
permit all wheat producers anywhere in the United States, not only to produce 
wheat for feed, but to sell wheat for feed at feed prices, and it would enable 
every livestock or poultry producer wherever situated to buy wheat for feed at 
feed prices instead of at bread prices. It would reduce overall feed supplies, 
because any acreage in wheat produces less feed than such acreage would pro- 
duce if it were in grain sorghums, barley, oats, or other feeds. 

We in the grange believe that the time is here for the Congress to call a halt 
to the patchwork approach to the farm problem, and that new measures should 
be adopted which are designed to meet the needs of the respective commodities. 

If, however, the committee should decide to take action on one of the pending 
bills, the bill introduced by Congressman Anfuso, H. R. 6784, in the opinion of 
the Grange, is preferable to the other pending measures. We would recom- 
mend, however, that it be amended to prevent the additional acreage or the pro- 
duction therefrom from interfering with the wheat acreage allotment and mar- 
keting quota program. Although we do not believe that such interference can 
be entirely eliminated, we think every effort should be made to minimize it. 
We, therefore, recommend that H. R. 6784 be amended so that— 

(1) Any acreage seeded to wheat or the production therefrom will not be 
considered in determining total supply or in any other manner in deter- 
mining the national wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota ; 

(2) The wheat produced from exempt acreages will not be considered in 
determining the supply level for purposes of price support ; and 

(3) Farmers producing exempt wheat under the authority of this act will 
not be eligible to vote in any wheat referendum relating to marketing quota 
or acreage allotments. 





STATEMENT OF CLARE BAKER, OF DANSVILLE, MICH. 
[An editorial from the Ingham County News] 


Sout-SeEL_Linc ALONG WITH WHEAT 


Faust sold his soul to the Devil. In return he received every possible earthly 
pleasure. The brilliance of the devil’s promise of such an immediate gain in 
material wealth was so blinding that the thought of his eternal soul in bondage 
never fazed him—until it was too late. For the short span of his life on earth, 
Faust lived high. But in death his soul was tortured. 

Farmers and all those who would give up personal liberty for so-called 
security may be guilty of the same short-sightedness that blinded Faust. For 
while few people would brand the Federal Government as a devil or the loss of 
personal liberty as a hellish eternity, the situation which one Ingham farmer 
finds himself in smacks of soul-selling. Clare Baker, Ingham farmer, stands 
to lose $1,411.20 because he fed his own wheat to his own hogs. And unless 
Baker can crawl through a legal loophole, he may well be forced to pay off. 

How does an American farmer, the most independent man on earth, find 
himself in such a situation? It was easy. 

In return for an immediate gain of a minimum income, farmers get a serving 
of minimum liberty. It had to be that way. And it is the same with other 
enterprises that yoke themselves with supercontrols. 

Farmers have asked for and now receive a minimum support price for every 
bushel of wheat they produce—if they stay within their acreage quotas. And 
in return, and this may be where the soul-selling comes in, individual farmers 
are restricted as to how many acres of wheat they can harvest. Wheat acreage 
quotas are based on supply and demand and on the history of wheat production 
on individual farms. Farmers asked for and now are neck-deep in this federally 
controlled system which can tell an individual how much wheat he can plant 
and what he can do with it. It’s a system that can make it a crime for Clare 
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Baker to feed his own wheat to his own hogs. It was wheat the Government 
told Baker he couldn’t produce. 

And yet, it’s true that the Federal Government must have a tight control of 
production before it would be feasible for it to guarantee minimum wheat prices. 
If there were no lid on the amount of acres that would be put into wheat, it 
would be only natural that farmers could put their entire farms into the price- 
supported crop. No, personal liberty had to be curbed. 

Baker is a victim of soul-selling. And the unfortunate part of it is that he 
never signed up with this Federal price-support program. But because most 
farmers have signed up, such nonconformists as Baker must knuckle down. 
Morally, Baker ought to be able to grow all the wheat he wants and do what- 
ever he wants with it. That shouldn’t be too much to ask in this land of 
liberty. And yet, under Federal law, planting and harvesting plus-quota wheat 
is a crime. 

There should be no crying on the part of farmers about the loss of freedom 
on the farm. It’s part of the devil’s deal. Those who would accept Federal con- 
trol as a short-cut to financial happiness have sold freedom’s soul. 

Faust, still laboring in eternal hell, has company. 


STATEMENT OF ROGER PARTRIDGE OF CLIO, MICH. 


Wheat has been the poultry feed par excellence for generations, and in the 
northern States where corn is not dependable, it has long been used as a feed 
grain for all meat animals. 

It is easy to see that the wheat-control program is putting the northern live- 
stock farmers at a decided disadvantage with the Corn Belt, in production of 
pork, poultry and eggs. 

We cannot believe that Congress intentionally created such an unjust situ- 
ation, and respectfully request passage of H. R. 6882 to provide relief. 


COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE AND HOME EXTENSION 
State of Michigan 


Howe Lt, June 18, 1957. 
Hon. CHARLES EX. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CHAMBERLAIN: Brief investigation as per your request 
of your letter of June 12 has been made. The general feeling among key farmers 
of Livingston County seems to point up two main thoughts: 

1. Those who raise wheat primarily as a feed crop and do not care to partici- 
pate, or because of their livestock program cannot, are being discriminated 
against. This would apply to poultry and egg producers more than any other 
kind of farmers. 

2. Farmers in general, being one of the few remaining truly small-business 
men, are not given to dictation concerning their farming program within the 
confines of their line fences. Most are generally cognizant of the necessity for 
Government policy after a commodity is produced but interference as to how a 
commodity is stored or fed on the farm is difficult to understand. Elimination 
of this situation is deemed necessary to aid in preventing further or more exten- 
sive interferences. 

Please be assured these opinions are not necessarily those of the writer. None 
of those consulted felt they could take the time to go to Washington and assist 
with the hearings. 

We hope this is of some help. Best personal regards. 

Respectfully yours, 
GrorGE C. MACQUEEN, 
Associate County Agricultural Agent. 


Mr. Apert. The committee stands adjourned without objection 
until Monday at 10 o’clock for an executive session. 


(Whereupon at 11:30 a. m. the above hearing was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a, m. Monday, June 24, 1957.) 


x 





